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The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. MCNERNEY).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 31, 2007.

I hereby appoint the Honorable JERRY
MCNERNEY to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2007, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 25 minutes, and each Member,
except the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader, or the minority whip, lim-
ited to not to exceed 5 minutes, but in
no event shall debate extend beyond
9:50 a.m.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. MURPHY) for 4
minutes.

——————

REGARDING COMPREHENSIVE
ETHICS REFORM

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, many members of the fresh-
man class were elected in part because
people were tired of the culture of cor-
ruption that they saw here in Wash-
ington and the total lack of account-
ability for those that broke the law
and betrayed the American trust. Peo-
ple out in America look at Washington
and they just don’t understand how

Members of Congress over the past sev-
eral years could be carted off to Fed-
eral prisons while their own body, the
Congress of the United States, sat by
and did virtually nothing to hold these
people accountable for their actions.

Today, Congress will pass landmark
lobbying reform legislation. Fund-rais-
ing will become more transparent, sun-
light will be shed on lobbyist influence,
the K Street Project will end, and the
revolving door for Members of Congress
will shut a little bit tighter. But as
Congress reduces the influence of peo-
ple outside the body of Congress, we
also need to recommit ourselves to
cleaning up our own House by reform-
ing the House ethics process. We will
all celebrate our victory today. It will
be a critical step to changing how
things work in Washington. But we
can’t stop here. We need to make our
ethics process work again by estab-
lishing a new citizen ethics panel inde-
pendent of Congress with the power to
initiate and vet ethics enforcement ac-
tions. We need this reform not because
Members of Congress are corrupt but
because they are the victims of simple
human nature. It isn’t natural to turn
against your colleagues, your cowork-
ers and your confidants to file com-
plaints against each other under our
current ethics process. Inaction within
our current system isn’t corruption,
it’s just human instinct. That’s why re-
sponsible ethics reform will allow an
independent panel to initiate these
complaints, guaranteeing that friend-
ships and work relationships don’t get
in the way of enforcing our ethics
rules.

Mr. Speaker, soon after I was elected
last November, I went to speak at an
elementary school in my hometown of
Cheshire. At the end of my talk, a fifth
grader stood up and asked me a ques-
tion. He said, Mr. MURPHY, you sound
good now, but how do I know that
you’re not going to go down to Wash-
ington and become like everybody else?

I laughed a little bit when he asked
me that question, but it’s frankly a
good one. And the danger for all of us
is that the longer that someone spends
here, the more ownership you take
over the very system that you once ran
against. And even though you may
know that the system is broken, some-
times it just seems far too long a
bridge to cross in order to fix it. But it
has to be fixed. And it may just fall
upon the newest Members of this body
to do the mending. Because it’s not
just happenstance that some of the
strongest voices for this reform are the
freshman class, those who have spent
the least amount of time working
under this dome. Maybe because we
just spent the last 2 years spending 18
hours a day living and breathing the
frustrations of people outside the Belt-
way, even those that aren’t old enough
to vote, that we see with clear eyes
what I think everyone inside the Belt-
way knows in their heart—that our
current ethics process doesn’t work
and it feeds the perception that politi-
cians spend far too much time and too
much effort watching their own backs.

Listen, I know reform isn’t easy, es-
pecially when it comes to setting up
the rules by which we enforce our own
code of conduct. This is delicate stuff.
And I understand the fear that some
Members have of handing over our eth-
ics process to some outside inde-
pendent body. But we need to rise
above these fears, not only because we
owe it to ourselves to remove the built-
in conflicts of interest that put Mem-
bers between a rock and a hard place
but because the people out there in the
Fifth District of Connecticut and every
other district in America won’t believe
in their Congress again until they
know that we can police ourselves.

Reform isn’t easy. Not the landmark
lobbying bill that we will pass today or
the needed ethics reforms still to come.
But, Mr. Speaker, nothing worthwhile
ever is.
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ETHICS REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2007, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. SPACE) is recognized during morn-
ing-hour debate for 5 minutes.

Mr. SPACE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to ask support for the Honest Leader-
ship and Open Government Act of 2007.
I hail from Ohio’s 18th Congressional
District, a district of proud, hard-
working people who understand the
virtues of personal responsibility, a
district whose constituency was be-
trayed in years past by a Member of
this body who crossed a line. My prede-
cessor is now in prison and he has been
imprisoned for having, once again, be-
trayed his constituents and sold his
vote. He became mired in and then con-
sumed by a scandal involving lobbyists.
This legislation helps further break the
link that exists between lobbyists, leg-
islators and the wealthy clients that
lobbyists represent. It represents yet
another positive step forward. It’s not
the end. It represents more of the be-
ginning of a process whereby bribery
will become deinstitutionalized from
this body. It represents a process
whereby we can make decisions in this
body on an informed, rational basis de-
signed specifically to benefit the good
people who put us here.

Early on in this Congress, we banned
trips and gifts and meals from lobby-
ists, a good first step. Now we are
bringing transparency to the system.
But it can’t stop here. My colleague
from Connecticut raises the prospect of
an independent organization to review
potential breaches of law, something
that I associate myself with, but we
need yet to go beyond even that with
aggressive and comprehensive cam-
paign finance reform. I support this
measure because I think it represents a
good first step along that process, but
again I urge my colleagues to give seri-
ous consideration to taking it yet far-
ther, and that is again with the dein-
stitutionalization of bribery through
comprehensive campaign finance re-
form.

———

IRAQ

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2007, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SESTAK) is recognized
during morning-hour debate for 2 min-
utes.

Mr. SESTAK. I am here to speak
about Iraq. Americans are tired of this
war, but at the same time they want to
secure the best of the situation for the
perception of security not just in that
region but globally.

I watch the Republicans and our con-
cern as Democrats is that they believe
that our military might provide a solu-
tion in Iraq. I look at my party and my
concern is that we need to stop the im-
pure opposition and to begin to help
craft, to help author an implementable,
comprehensive Middle East/Persian
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Gulf security plan. But to do that, we
obviously need a union with our Repub-
lican brethren.

I honestly believe that when people
talk about taking care of our troops,
the belief is not that we use them in
war when necessary but where and how
we use them. There are the elements
right now to begin to come together in
a union to craft a comprehensive end
to this tragic misadventure that can
meet the goals of both sides.

First, we have an army that is
strained and by next April we will be at
the point of almost irreparable harm
for some years to come. Second, we
know that in order to redeploy that
army out of Iraq, it will take time.
When the Soviet Union left Afghani-
stan with 120,000 troops, it took them 9
months and because of the ill prepara-
tion, 500 died on the way. We have
160,000 troops, 100,000 contractors. We
must work well to get them to rede-
ploy safely. They can only take in Ku-
wait two to two and a half brigades at
a time. Forty combat equivalent bri-
gades are in Iraq. The math comes out
to a minimum of 18 to 24 months.

Third, because of that time line we
can use the last arrow in our arsenal
we have not used, diplomacy. The road
out of Iraq is through Tehran, Iran. If
we have the ability as we slowly rede-
ploy to bring together Iran to work for
stability, we can have a comprehensive
solution to this conflict.

———

VISITING FOOD AND FRIENDS, A
D.C.-BASED ANTI-HUNGER ORGA-
NIZATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2007, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) is recognized
during morning-hour debate for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, last
week I had the privilege of spending a
morning at Food and Friends, an orga-
nization that provides high-nutrient
meals and nutrition therapy for people
living with life-threatening illnesses,
like HIV/AIDS, cancer and diabetes.
It’s located right here in Washington,
DC. Five of my esteemed colleagues
joined me on this visit, Representa-
tives JO ANN EMERSON, LoOIS CAPPS, JAN
SCHAKOWSKY, BARBARA LEE, and ELEA-
NOR HOLMES NORTON. Our visit was en-
lightening and inspiring.

Food and Friends began in 1988 when
Reverend Carla Gorrell began making
lunch for her friend who was so sick
with AIDS that she was unable to leave
the house. Reverend Gorrell recognized
what is so basic, and yet so often over-
looked. When we treat people with dis-
eases, she recognized that nutritious
food is an essential component of any
medical regimen. Today, almost 20
years later, Food and Friends remains
steadfast in its mission to provide
high-nutrient meals, with care and
compassion, to the critically ill in
Washington, DC, Maryland and Vir-
ginia. Since 1988, Food and Friends has
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delivered more than 10 million meals
to nearly 16,000 individuals. The orga-
nization that began in a church base-
ment now operates in a multifaceted
facility with over 50 staff members and,
most impressively, 1,500 dedicated vol-
unteers.

While my colleagues and I were at
Food and Friends, we learned a tremen-
dous amount about the significance of
nutritious food for those suffering from
critical illnesses. Laura Otolski, one of
the three full-time dieticians on staff,
educated us about the importance of
individually treating each client’s nu-
tritional needs. To this end, the dieti-
cians assess clients and then collabo-
rate with chefs to prepare 14 different
meal plans, including pureed meals for
individuals who cannot chew solid food
and meals for the homeless who may
not have access to refrigerators and
ovens.

Food and Friends staff members also
recognize that to treat an individual,
you must also provide food for his or
her children and caretakers. For exam-
ple, if a mother is too sick to cook and
a volunteer only delivers a meal for
her, she will give it to her children and
go without food. Therefore, Food and
Friends delivers meals for the whole
family, including a specially designed
children’s meal plan. For those who
live beyond Food and Friends’ delivery
area, they are eligible for the Groceries
to Go service that provides two bags of
nonperishable groceries as well as per-
ishable frozen meals prepared by Food
and Friends kitchen staff. In addition
to providing food, Food and Friends of-
fers cooking classes, nutritional coun-
seling and even a photography work-
shop for clients to express themselves
through art. Through its diverse pro-
grams, Food and Friends nourishes the
body as well as the mind and soul.

Without a doubt, the highlight of our
visit was hearing from two Food and
Friends clients, Ajani Johnson and
Crystal Wood. They described the hope-
lessness they felt when first learning
about their illnesses. How quickly he
felt sick. How far her cancer had
spread. But then they told us about the
gift of food that changed the course of
their lives. The food—and the friend-
ship of staff and volunteers that ac-
companied it—renewed their physical
strength and belief in their ability to
fight the disease. They became pas-
sionate when talking about the power
of food to improve their quality of life
while battling deadly illnesses. They
also wanted us to know that they’re
not just clients of Food and Friends,
they are also volunteers of the organi-
zation. They want others to experience
the nourishment and compassion that
was freely offered to them.

Mr. Speaker, Food and Friends is not
alone in serving meals to the sick in
this country. It is part of a national
and international network of 120 agen-
cies collectively serving 10 million
meals to individuals each year. The As-
sociation of Nutrition Services Agen-
cies is currently working with the Con-
gressional Hunger Center on a Food as
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Medicine initiative. The purpose of the
Food as Medicine campaign is to edu-
cate local and national leaders, aca-
demics and citizens about the value of
nutrition services for those fighting
disease.

We have the information we need to
make great strides in recognizing the
therapeutic effects of nutrition for
those living with life-threatening ill-
nesses, and I urge my colleagues to
work together to ensure that all criti-
cally ill Americans have access to food
and nutrition therapy as part of their
treatment plans. These services im-
prove the efficacy of medications and
the quality of life of those suffering
and their families. It is a simple but
crucial step in improving the quality of
health care in this country.

——
ACCOUNTABILITY IN CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2007, the gentlewoman from Kan-
sas (Mrs. BOYDA) is recognized during
morning-hour debate for 3 minutes.

Mrs. BOYDA of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today in strong support of ac-
countability in Congress. This year,
taxpayers will pay the retirement ben-
efits for Dan Rostenkowski, Duke
Cunningham and Bob Ney. What do
these men have in common? All are re-
tired Members of the U.S. House of
Representatives. All are convicted
criminals. Each abused his office by
committing fraud, bribery or con-
spiracy, and each was found guilty in
Federal court.

Despite their convictions, these three
representatives and over a dozen other
former lawmakers remain eligible to
draw taxpayer-funded pensions for
their service. The exact amount of the
payments vary, of course, but the aver-
age is about $47,000 per year. That’s
more than the average American
makes. Let me tell you, it’s certainly
more than the average Kansan makes.
Certainly a lot more than the average
person in the Second District of Kansas
makes.

Mr. Speaker, when the new majority
was sworn into the House of Represent-
atives, we had a clear mandate from
Americans—End the scandals. Clean up
Congress. We’ve already taken mean-
ingful first steps toward reform. In our
first days, we passed an ethics package
that banned Members from accepting
gifts from lobbyists. We blocked rep-
resentatives from flying on corporate
jets. And we prevented Congressmen
from pressuring businesspeople to fire
or hire for political reasons.

That last one to me is especially im-
portant. Before this Congress, our Con-
gressmen were out there actually influ-
encing people and saying, if you don’t
agree with my politics, we’re asking
you to hire or fire businesspeople. It
was S0 wrong.

But our work is not done and it never
will be done as long as convicted crimi-
nals can draw a congressional pension.
Congress can and should revoke the
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pensions of convicted lawmakers. But
for decades now, even as payments
have totaled millions of dollars, this
body has quietly ignored the problem.
But no longer. Today, the bill we will
consider this afternoon incorporates
legislation that I authored to strip the
pensions of these crooked lawmakers.
The final bill also sets limits on the so-
called revolving door of lawmakers
who are turning into lobbyists, and it
imposes financial disclosure require-
ments on the lobbying industry. Sun-
light is the best disinfectant and we
need a whole lot more transparency
still.

Taken together, these changes rep-
resent the most significant ethics over-
haul to pass the Congress in decades. I
urge my colleagues to support this leg-
islation. By enacting these sweeping
reforms, Congress can begin to recover
from the long years of scandal and cor-
ruption. Congress can begin to earn
back Americans’ trust.

————
ETHICS REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2007, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. HILL) is recognized during morn-
ing-hour debate for 5 minutes.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, when I was
campaigning last year for this seat in
Congress, we talked about a lot of
issues. We talked about Iraq. We talked
about global warming. But we also
talked about a very important issue on
ethics. Ethics in Congress. It is dis-
appointing to me that people in Indi-
ana and around the country don’t have
a lot of respect for Members of Con-
gress. I think our approval rating right
now is at 23 percent. And one of the
reasons why the approval rate is at 23
percent is because we’re not doing a
very good job in Congress in inves-
tigating the wrongdoings of a few
Members.

And I want to emphasize it’s just a
few Members. Because most Members
in this August body are honorable peo-
ple. But there are a few that are spoil-
ing the basket. We need to do a better
job of policing the Congress of the
United States. And so one of the things
that I have done and one of the cam-
paign promises that I want to keep
that I made during the campaign last
year is making sure that we clean up
our act in Congress. One of the ways
that we do that is changing the way we
govern ourselves here in Congress.
Right now in Congress, the Ethics
Committee has a hard time with inves-
tigating Members of Congress because
they are our colleagues. It’s kind of
like investigating members of your
own family. It’s hard to do. It’s just
natural that Members of Congress are
reluctant to investigate the
wrongdoings of their own Members.
And so I think we need a change. We
need to have an independent body of
members who are investigating the
minor wrongdoings of Members of Con-
gress. And so I propose and have intro-
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duced legislation that would set up a
new committee of Congress, of former
Members of Congress who know this in-
stitution, who respect this institution,
who will do the investigations that
need to be done about a few Members of
Congress who are misbehaving.

This new body would have subpoena
powers. They would have all the powers
that the present Ethics Committee has
to them now, but they would be inde-
pendent. And that’s what we need. We
need an independent committee that
would investigate the wrongdoings of a
few Members of Congress. We need to
make this bipartisan. We need to re-
store the respect and honor of this Con-
gress. A 23 percent approval rating is
not acceptable and we need to do a bet-
ter job. I believe that having former
Members of Congress on a committee
to investigate the wrongdoings of a
few, and I emphasize a few Members of
Congress, is the way to go. We need to
make progress on this. We need to do
this. We’re going into the August re-
cess. I hope that when we come back
after the August recess that we will ac-
tually implement and pass into law an
independent body of former Members of
Congress to investigate those people
who are doing what they should not be
doing and that we can get about the
business of restoring the integrity of
Congress. I think it’s very important.

I've been in politics for 20 years. It’s
an honor for me to serve in this body,
and to think that only 23 percent of the
people have faith and confidence in the
Congress is not acceptable. I believe
that setting up an independent com-
mittee of former Members of Congress
can help at least restore some of the
integrity that we have lost in Con-
gress.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until 10
a.m. today.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 25 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess
until 10 a.m.

——
J 1000
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order at 10 a.m.

———

PRAYER

The Reverend Richard D. Turpin,
Second Baptist Church, Catskill, New
York, offered the following prayer:

Our Father and our God, Creator and
everlasting Redeemer, we come asking
Your Holy presence to be with us
today. We are filled with great joy that
You allowed us to gather here this
morning. We thank You for being our
protector of lasting nights lying down
and the guidance of this morning’s sun-
rise.

Father, we ask Your Holy Spirit to
bless the work of this day and bless the
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governing body of this House to be on
one accord in spirit and in truth. So
every plan, every proposal, every deci-
sion would be orchestrated by Your
presence.

Lord, I ask You to be kind and grace-
ful, and place a hedge of love and pa-
tience around the families in the
homes of these, Your leaders, while
they’re doing the assigned work of our
Nation.

Father, we ask Your peace where
there is war, love where there is anger,
and joy where there is sorrow. And we
place it now in Your hands and trust it
to be so.

And we pray this prayer in the name
that is above all names, Jesus, our
Lord. Amen.

———
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
her approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. PENCE. Madam Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote
on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. PENCE. Madam Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8,
rule XX, further proceedings on this
question will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs.
GILLIBRAND) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mrs. GILLIBRAND led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

WELCOMING THE REVEREND
RICHARD D. TURPIN

(Mrs. GILLIBRAND asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Madam Speaker,
I rise today to honor the Reverend
Richard David Turpin, who has so elo-
quently provided the blessing to open
the House this day.

Reverend Turpin serves as the pastor
of the Second Baptist Church in beau-
tiful Catskill, New York, just across
the Hudson River from my home in
New York’s 20th Congressional Dis-
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trict. And I welcome his beautiful fam-
ily, who has joined us in the gallery.

The Reverend is a native of New
York’s capital region and has been an
influential force in the Catskill com-
munity since he assumed his current
position in the Second Baptist Church
in 2000.

As preacher and counselor for the
prison ministry at Albany Correctional
Facility, chaplain for the Albany Res-
cue Mission, president of the Hudson
River Frontier Missionary Baptist As-
sociation Laymen Ministry, and ath-
letic coordinator for the Youth Depart-
ment of the Empire Missionary Baptist
Convention, Reverend Turpin has
touched the lives of young and old
throughout upstate New York.

I thank him for his service to our dis-
trict, for his dedication to his faith,
and for taking the time to travel with
his family from Clifton Park to address
the House of Representatives today.

———

LOBBYING REFORM

(Mr. EMANUEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. EMANUEL. Madam Speaker, last
year, we promised to break the link be-
tween lobbyists and legislators here in
Washington and to fundamentally
change the culture of corruption that
has become accepted practice here.
This new law is on the doorstep of be-
coming law.

Today, we will pass this bill that
fixes an institutional problem with an
institutional solution. Our bill man-
dates unprecedented disclosure of lob-
bying activities and turns the spotlight
on special interests who have grown
too comfortable with their special ac-
cess.

Most importantly, our legislation
levels the playing field between the
special interests and the voters. When
the gavel comes down on the Speaker’s
podium, it is intended to open the peo-
ple’s House, not the auction house.

The American people, and not paid
lobbyists on behalf of the special inter-
ests, should have access to their gov-
ernment 365 days a year. Election day
should not just be a formality.

Now the Senate must do its work and
pass this legislation. Americans have
waited long enough for this Congress to
pass real lobbying reform. It is time to
turn this bill into law and give the
American people a government as good
as its people.

———
100 YEARS OF SCOUTING

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, today marks the 100th year of
the Boy Scouts. On August 1, 1907, Rob-
ert Baden-Powell, along with 20 young
men, opened a camp at Brownsea Is-
land, England. Since that day, Scout-
ing has been responsible for inspiring

July 31, 2007

more than 300 million individuals from
over 216 countries and territories. The
role and mission behind Scouting is to
create an education program that pro-
motes common ideals such as loyalty
and honor.

Scouting has achieved success with
dedicated adult volunteers who encour-
age young people to be constructive
citizens. As the grateful father of four
Eagle Scouts, encouraged by my wife,
Roxanne, I have seen firsthand the
positive influence of Scouting.

Four years ago today, I participated
in my second backpacking trek at
Philmont Scout Ranch in New Mexico.
I wish the Boy Scouts a happy 100th
birthday and congratulate them on
their 21st World Scout Jamboree.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th.

————

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1495,
WATER RESOURCES DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 2007

Mr. OBERSTAR submitted the fol-
lowing conference report and state-
ment on the bill (H.R. 1495) to provide
for the conservation and development
of water and related resources, to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Army to
construct various projects for improve-
ments to rivers and harbors of the
United States, and for other purposes:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 110-280)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
1495), to provide for the conservation and de-
velopment of water and related resources, to
authorize the Secretary of the Army to con-
struct various projects for improvements to
rivers and harbors of the United States, and
for other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as fol-
lows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the
following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “Water Resources Development Act of 2007,

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Definition of Secretary.

TITLE [—WATER RESOURCES PROJECTS

Sec. 1001. Project authorizations.

Sec. 1002. Small projects for flood damage re-
duction.

Small projects for
streambank protection.

Small projects for navigation.

Small projects for improvement of the
quality of the environment.

Small projects for aquatic ecosystem
restoration.

Small projects for shoreline protec-
tion.

Small projects for snagging and sedi-
ment removal.

Small projects to prevent or mitigate
damage caused by navigation
projects.

Small projects for aquatic plant con-
trol.

Sec. 1003. emergency
1004.

1005.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 1006.
Sec. 1007.
Sec. 1008.

Sec. 1009.

Sec. 1010.
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Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
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TITLE II—GENERAL PROVISIONS

2001.
2002.
2003.

2004.
2005.
2006.
2007 .
2008.

2009.
2010.

2011.
2012.
2013.
2014.
2015.
2016.
2017.
2018.
2019.
2020.

2021.
2022.

2023.

2024.

2025.
2026.
2027.
2028.
2029.

2030.
2031.

2032.
2033.
2034.
2035.
2036.

2037.
2038.

2039.
2040.

2041.
2042.
2043.

2044.
2045.

2046.
2047.

Non-Federal contributions.

Funding to process permits.

Written agreement for water
sources projects.

Compilation of laws.

Dredged material disposal.

Remote and subsistence harbors.

Use of other Federal funds.

Revision of project partnership agree-
ment,; cost sharing.

Expedited actions for emergency flood
damage reduction.

Watershed and river basin assess-
ments.

Tribal partnership program.

Wildfire firefighting.

Technical assistance.

Lakes program.

Cooperative agreements.

Training funds.

Access to water resource data.

Shore protection projects.

Ability to pay.

Aquatic ecosystem and estuary res-

re-

toration.

Small  flood damage reduction
projects.

Small river and harbor improvement
projects.

Protection of highways, bridge ap-
proaches, public works, and non-
profit public services.

Modification of projects for improve-
ment of the quality of the envi-
ronment.

Remediation of abandoned mine sites.

Leasing authority.

Fiscal transparency report.

Support of Army civil works program.

Sense of Congress on criteria for op-
eration and maintenance of har-
bor dredging projects.

Interagency and international sup-
port authority.

Water resources principles and guide-
lines.

Water resource priorities report.

Planning.

Independent peer review.

Safety assurance review.

Mitigation for fish and wildlife and
wetlands losses.

Regional sediment management.

National shoreline erosion control de-
velopment program.

Monitoring ecosystem restoration.

Electronic submission of permit appli-
cations.

Project administration.

Program administration.

Studies and reports for water re-
sources projects.

Coordination and scheduling of Fed-
eral, State, and local actions.

Project streamlining.

Project deauthorization.

Federal hopper dredges.

TITLE III—PROJECT-RELATED PROVISIONS
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3003.
3004.
3005.
3006.
3007.
3008.

3009.
3010.
3011.

3012.
3013.

3014.

Black  Warrior-Tombigbee
Alabama.

Cook Inlet, Alaska.

King Cove Harbor, Alaska.

Seward Harbor, Alaska.

Sitka, Alaska.

Tatitlek, Alaska.

Rio De Flag, Flagstaff, Aricona.

Nogales Wash and tributaries flood
control project, Arizona.

Tucson drainage area, Aricona.

Osceola Harbor, Arkansas.

St. Francis River Basin, Arkansas
and Missouri.

Pine Mountain Dam, Arkansas.

Red-Ouachita River Basin Levees,
Arkansas and Louisiana.

Cache Creek Basin, California.

Rivers,
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Sec.
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3016.
3017.

3018.
3019.

3020.
3021.

3022.
3023.
3024.

3025.

3026.
3027.
3028.

3029.
3030.
3031.

3032.
3033.

3034.

3035.
3036.
3037.
3038.
3039.

3040.

3041.
3042.
3043.

3044.
3045.
3046.

3047.
3048.

3049.
3050.
3051.
3052.

3053.
3054.
3055.

3056.

3057.
3058.

3059.
3060.
3061.

3062.
3063.
3064.
3065.
3066.
3067.
3068.

3069.
3070.
3071.
3072.

3073.
3074.

CALFED
fornia.

Compton Creek, California.

Grayson  Creek/Murderer’s
California.

Hamilton Airfield, California.

John F. Baldwin Ship Channel and
Stockton Ship Channel, Cali-
fornia.

Kaweah River, California.

Larkspur Ferry Channel, Larkspur,
California.

Llagas Creek, California.

Magpie Creek, California.

Pacific Flyway Center, Sacramento,

stability program, Cali-

Creek,

California.
Petaluma River, Petaluma, Cali-
fornia.

Pinole Creek, California.

Prado Dam, California.

Redwood City Navigation Channel,
California.

Sacramento and American Rivers
flood control, California.

Sacramento Deep Water Ship Chan-
nel, California.

Sacramento River bank protection,
California.

Salton Sea restoration, California.

Santa Ana River Mainstem, Cali-
fornia.

Santa Barbara Streams, Lower Mis-
sion Creek, California.

Santa Cruz Harbor, California.

Seven Oaks Dam, California.

Upper Guadalupe River, California.

Walnut Creek Channel, California.

Wildcat/San Pablo Creek Phase 1,
California.

Wildcat/San Pablo Creek Phase 11,
California.

Yuba River Basin project, California.

South Platte River basin, Colorado.

Intracoastal Waterway, Delaware
River to Chesapeake Bay, Dela-
ware and Maryland.

St. George’s Bridge, Delaware.

Brevard County, Florida.

Broward County and Hillsboro Inlet,
Florida.

Canaveral Harbor, Florida.

Gasparilla and Estero Islands, Flor-
ida.

Lido Key Beach, Sarasota, Florida.

Peanut Island, Florida.

Port Sutton, Florida.

Tampa Harbor-Big Bend Channel,
Florida.

Tampa Harbor Cut B, Florida.

Allatoona Lake, Georgia.

Latham River, Glynn County, Geor-
gia.

Dworshak Reservoir
Idaho.

Little Wood River, Gooding, Idaho.

Beardstown Community Boat Harbor,
Beardstown, Illinois.

Cache River Levee, Illinois.

Chicago River, Illinois.

Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal
dispersal barriers project, Illinois.

Emiquon, Illinois.

Lasalle, Illinois.

Spunky Bottoms, Illinois.

Cedar Lake, Indiana.

Koontz Lake, Indiana.

White River, Indiana.

Des Moines River and Greenbelt,
ITowa.

Perry Creek, Iowa.

Rathbun Lake, Iowa.

Hickman Bluff stabilization, Ken-
tucky.

Mcalpine Lock and Dam, Kentucky
and Indiana.

Prestonsburg, Kentucky.

Amite River and tributaries, Lou-
isiana, East Baton Rouge Parish
Watershed.

improvements,
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3111.
3112.

3113.
3114.
3115.
3116.
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3119.
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3121.

3122.
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3125.

3126.

3127.
3128.
3129.

3130.
3131.
3132.
3133.
3134.

H9059

Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System,
Louisiana.

Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System,
regional visitor center, Louisiana.

Atchafalaya River and Bayous
Chene, Boeuf, and Black, Lou-
isiana.

Bayou Plaquemine, Louisiana.

Calcasieu River and Pass, Louisiana.

Red River (J. Bennett Johnston) Wa-
terway, Louisiana.

Mississippi Delta Region, Louisiana.

Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet reloca-
tion assistance, Louisiana.

Violet, Louisiana.

West bank of the Mississippi River
(East of Harvey Canal), Lou-
isiana.

Camp Ellis, Saco, Maine.

Cumberland, Maryland.

Poplar Island, Maryland.

Detroit  River shoreline,
Michigan.

St. Clair River and Lake St. Clair,
Michigan.

St. Joseph Harbor, Michigan.

Sault Sainte Marie, Michigan.

Ada, Minnesota.
Duluth  Harbor,
Minnesota.

Grand Marais, Minnesota.

Grand Portage Harbor, Minnesota.

Granite Falls, Minnesota.

Knife River Harbor, Minnesota.

Red Lake River, Minnesota.

Silver Bay, Minnesota.

Taconite Harbor, Minnesota.

Two Harbors, Minnesota.

Deer Island, Harrison County, Mis-
sissippi.

Jackson County, Mississippi.

Pearl River Basin, Mississippi.

Festus and Crystal City, Missouri.

L-15 levee, Missouri.

Monarch-Chesterfield, Missouri.

River Des Peres, Missouri.

Lower Yellowstone project, Montana.

Yellowstone River and tributaries,
Montana and North Dakota.

Antelope Creek, Lincoln, Nebraska.

Sand Creek watershed, Wahoo, Ne-

Detroit,

McQuade Road,

braska.

Western Sarpy and Clear Creek, Ne-
braska.

Lower Truckee River, McCarran

Ranch, Nevada.
Lower Cape May Meadows,
May Point, New Jersey.
Passaic River basin flood manage-
ment, New Jersey.

Cooperative agreements, New Mexico.

Middle Rio Grande restoration, New
Mezxico.

Buffalo Harbor, New York.

Long Island Sound oyster restora-
tion, New York and Connecticut.

Mamaroneck and Sheldrake Rivers
watershed management, New
York.

Orchard Beach, Bronx, New York.

Port of New York and New Jersey,
New York and New Jersey.

New York State Canal System.

Susquehanna River and Upper Dela-
ware River watershed manage-
ment, New York.

Missouri River restoration, North Da-
kota.

Wahpeton, North Dakota.

Ohio.

Lower Girard Lake Dam, Girard,
Ohio.

Mahoning River, Ohio.

Arcadia Lake, Oklahoma.

Arkansas River Corridor, Oklahoma.

Lake Eufaula, Oklahoma.

Oklahoma lakes demonstration pro-
gram, Oklahoma.

Cape
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3137.
3138.

3139.
3140.
3141.
3142.
3143.
3144.
3145.
3146.
3147.
3148.
3149.
3150.
3151.
3152.
3153.
3154.
3155.
3156.
3157.
3158.
3159.

3160.
3161.
3162.
3163.
3164.
3165.
3166.
3167.
3168.
3169.
3170.
3171.
3172.
3173.

3174.
3175.

3176.
3177.

3178.

3179.
3180.
3181.

3182.
3183.

4001.

4002.

Ottawa County, Oklahoma.

Red River chloride control, Oklahoma
and Texas.

Waurika Lake, Oklahoma.

Upper Willamette River watershed
ecosystem restoration, Oregon.
Delaware River, Pennsylvania, New

Jersey, and Delaware.

Raystown Lake, Pennsylvania.

Sheraden Park Stream and Chartiers
Creek, Allegheny County, Penn-
sylvania.

Solomon’s Creek,
Pennsylvania.

South Central Pennsylvania.

Wyoming Valley, Pennsylvania.

Narragansett Bay, Rhode Island.

Missouri River Restoration, South
Dakota.

Cedar Bayou, Texas.

Freeport Harbor, Texas.

Lake Kemp, Texas.

Lower Rio Grande Basin, Texas.

North Padre Island, Corpus Christi
Bay, Texas.

Pat Mayse Lake, Texas.

Proctor Lake, Texas.

San Antonio Channel, San Antonio,
Texas.
Connecticut

Vermont.

Dam remediation, Vermont.

Lake Champlain Eurasian milfoil,
water chestnut, and other non-
native plant control, Vermont.

Upper Connecticut River Basin wet-
land restoration, Vermont and
New Hampshire.

Upper Connecticut River basin eco-
system restoration, Vermont and
New Hampshire.

Lake Champlain watershed, Vermont
and New York.

Sandbridge Beach, Virginia Beach,
Virginia.

Tangier Island Seawall, Virginia.

Duwamish/Green, Washington.

McNary Lock and Dam, McNary Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge, Wash-
ington and Idaho.

Snake River project, Washington and
Idaho.

Yakima River,
Washington.

Bluestone Lake,
West Virginia.

Greenbrier River basin, West Vir-

Wilkes-Barre,

River restoration,

Port of Sunnyside,

Ohio River Basin,

ginia.

Lesage/Greenbottom  Swamp, West
Virginia.

Lower Mud River, Milton, West Vir-
ginia.

Mcdowell County, West Virginia.

Parkersburg, West Virginia.

Green Bay Harbor, Green Bay, Wis-
consin.

Manitowoc Harbor, Wisconsin.

Mississippi  River headwaters
ervoirs.

Upper basin of Missouri River.

Upper Mississippi River System envi-
ronmental management program.

Upper Ohio River and Tributaries
navigation system new technology
pilot program.

Continuation of project authorica-
tions.

Project reauthorizations.

Project deauthorizations.

Land conveyances.

Extinguishment of reversionary inter-
ests and use restrictions.
TITLE IV—STUDIES

John Glenn Great Lakes Basin Pro-
gram.

Lake Erie dredged material disposal
sites.
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4004.
4005.
4006.
4007.
4008.
4009.
4010.
4011.
4012.
4013.
4014.
4015.
4016.

4017.

4018.

4019.
4020.

4021.
4022.

4023.

4024.
4025.
4026.

4027.

4028.
4029.
4030.
4031.

4032.

4033.
4034.
4035.

4036.
4037.
4038.
4039.

4040.
4041.
4042.
4043.
4044.
4045.
4046.

4047.
4048.

4049.
4050.

4051.
4052.

4053.
4054.
4055.
4056.
4057.
4058.
4059.
4060.

4061.
4062.
4063.

4064.

4065.
4066.
4067.
4068.

Southwestern United States drought
study.

Delaware River.

Eurasian milfoil.

Fire Island, Alaska.

Knik Arm, Cook Inlet, Alaska.

Kuskokwim River, Alaska.

Nome Harbor, Alaska.

St. George Harbor, Alaska.

Susitna River, Alaska.

Valdez, Alaska.

Gila Bend, Maricopa, Aricona.

Searcy County, Arkansas.

Aliso Creek, California.

Fresno, Kings, and Kern counties,
California.

Fruitvale Avenue Railroad Bridge,
Alameda, California.

Los Angeles River revitalization
study, California.
Lytle Creek, Rialto, California.

Mokelumne River, San Joaquin
County, California.

Orick, California.

Shoreline study, Oceanside, Cali-
fornia.

Rialto, Fontana, and Colton, Cali-

fornia.

Sacramento River, California.

San Diego County, California.

San Francisco Bay, Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta, California.

South San Francisco Bay Shoreline,
California.

Twentynine Palms, California.

Yucca Valley, California.

Selenium studies, Colorado.

Delaware and Christina Rivers and
Shellpot Creek, Wilmington, Dela-
ware.

Delaware inland bays and tributaries
and Atlantic coast, Delaware.

Collier County Beaches, Florida.

Lower St. Johns River, Florida.

Herbert Hoover Dike supplemental
magjor rehabilitation report, Flor-
ida.

Vanderbilt Beach Lagoon, Florida.

Meriwether County, Georgia.

Boise River, Idaho.

Ballard’s Island Side Channel, Illi-
nois.

Chicago, Illinois.

Salem, Indiana.

Buckhorn Lake, Kentucky.

Dewey Lake, Kentucky.

Louisville, Kentucky.

Vidalia Port, Louisiana.

Fall River Harbor, Massachusetts
and Rhode Island.

Clinton River, Michigan.

Hamburg and Green Oak Townships,
Michigan.

Lake Erie at Luna Pier, Michigan.

Duluth-Superior Harbor, Minnesota
and Wisconsin.

Northeast Mississippi.

Dredged material disposal, New Jer-
sey.

Bayonne, New Jersey.

Carteret, New Jersey.

Gloucester County, New Jersey.

Perth Amboy, New Jersey.

Batavia, New York.

Big Sister Creek, Evans, New York.

Finger Lakes, New York.

Lake Erie Shoreline, Buffalo, New
York.

Newtown Creek, New York.

Niagara River, New York.

Shore Parkway Greenway, Brooklyn,
New York.

Upper Delaware River watershed,
New York.

Lincoln County, North Carolina.

Wilkes County, North Carolina.

Yadkinville, North Carolina.

Flood damage reduction, Ohio.
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TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS
5001.

5002.
5003.
5004.
5005.
5006.
5007.
5008.
5009.
5010.
5011.
5012.

5013.
5014.

5015.
5016.

5017.
5018.

5019.
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Lake Erie, Ohio.

Ohio River, Ohio.

Toledo Harbor dredged material
placement, Toledo, Ohio.

Toledo Harbor, Maumee River, and
Lake Channel project, Toledo,
Ohio.

Ecosystem restoration and fish pas-
sage improvements, Oregon.

Walla Walla River basin, Oregon.

Chartiers Creek watershed, Pennsyl-
vania.

Kinzua Dam and Allegheny Res-
ervoir, Pennsylvania.

Western Pennsylvania flood damage
reduction.

Williamsport, Pennsylvania.

Yardley Borough, Pennsylvania.

Rio Valenciano, Juncos, Puerto Rico.

Woonsocket local protection project,
Blackstone River basin, Rhode Is-
land.

Crooked Creek, Bennettsville, South
Carolina.

Broad River, York County, South
Carolina.

Savannah River, South Carolina and
Georgia.

Chattanooga, Tennessee.

Cleveland, Tennessee.

Cumberland River, Nashville, Ten-

nessee.

Lewis, Lawrence, and Wayne Coun-
ties, Tennessee.

Wolf River and Nonconnah Creek,
Memphis, Tennessee.

Abilene, Tezxas.

Coastal Texas ecosystem protection
and restoration, Texas.

Port of Galveston, Texas.

Grand County and Moab, Utah.

Southwestern Utah.

Ecosystem and hydropower genera-
tion dams, Vermont.

Elliott Bay Seawall, Seattle, Wash-
ington.

Monongahela River Basin, Northern
West Virginia.

Kenosha Harbor, Wisconsin.

Johnsonville Dam, Johnsonville, Wis-
consin.

Wauwatosa, Wisconsin.

Debris removal.

Maintenance of navigation channels.

Watershed management.

Dam safety.

Structural integrity evaluations.

Flood mitigation priority areas.

Additional assistance for authoriced
projects.

Expedited completion of reports and
construction for certain projects.

Ezxpedited completion of reports for
certain projects.

Southeastern water resources assess-
ment.

Missouri and Middle Mississippi Riv-
ers enhancement project.

Great Lakes fishery and ecosystem
restoration program.

Great Lakes remedial action plans
and sediment remediation.

Great Lakes tributary models.

Great Lakes navigation and protec-
tion.

Saint Lawrence Seaway.

Upper Mississippi River dispersal bar-
rier project.

Estuary restoration.

Missouri River and tributaries, miti-
gation, recovery, and restoration,
Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Mon-
tana, Nebraska, North Dakota,
South Dakota, and Wyoming.

Susquehanna, Delaware, and Poto-

mac River basins, Delaware,
Maryland, Pennsylvania, and
Virginia.
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. 5020

5021.

5022.
5023.

5024.
5025.

5026.
5027.
5028.
5029.
5030.
5031.
5032.

5033.
5034.
5035.
5036.
5037.
5038.

5039.
5040.

5041.
5042.

5043.
5044.
5045.
5046.
5047.
5048.
5049.
5050.
5051.
5052.
5053.
5054.
5055.

5056.

5057.

5058.
5059.
5060.

5061.
5062.

5063.
5064.

5065.
5066.
5067.
5068.
5069.
5070.

5071.
5072.

. Chesapeake Bay environmental res-
toration and protection program.

Chesapeake Bay oyster restoration,
Virginia and Maryland.

Hypoxia assessment.

Potomac River watershed assessment
and tributary strategy evaluation
and monitoring program.

Lock and dam security.

Research and development program
for Columbia and Snake River
salmon survival.

Wage surveys.

Rehabilitation.

Auburn, Alabama.

Pinhook Creek, Huntsville, Alabama.

Alaska.

Barrow, Alaska.

Lowell Creek Tunnel, Seward, Alas-
ka.

St. Herman and St. Paul Harbors,
Kodiak, Alaska.

Tanana River, Alaska.

Wrangell Harbor, Alaska.

Augusta and Clarendon, Arkansas.

Des Arc levee protection, Arkansas.

Loomis Landing, Arkansas.

California.

Calaveras River and Littlejohn Creek
and tributaries, Stockton, Cali-
fornia.

Cambria, California.

Contra Costa Canal, Oakley and
Knightsen, California; Mallard
Slough, Pittsburg, California.

Dana Point Harbor, California.

East San Joaquin County, California.

Eastern Santa Clara basin, Cali-
fornia.

LA-3 dredged material ocean disposal
site designation, California.

Lancaster, California.

Los Osos, California.

Pine Flat Dam fish and wildlife habi-
tat, California.

Raymond Basin, Sir Basins, Chino
Basin, and San Gabriel Basin,
California.

San Francisco, California.

San Francisco, California, waterfront
area.

San Pablo Bay, California, water-
shed and Suisun Marsh ecosystem
restoration.

St. Helena, California.

Upper Calaveras River,
California.

Rio Grande environmental manage-
ment program, Colorado, New
Mezxico, and Texas.

Stockton,

Charles Hervey Townshend Break-
water, New Haven Harbor, Con-
necticut.

Stamford, Connecticut.

Delmarva conservation corridor,
Delaware, Maryland, and Vir-
ginia.

Anacostia River, District of Columbia
and Maryland.

East Central and Northeast Florida.

Florida Keys water quality improve-
ments.

Lake Worth, Florida.

Big Creek, Georgia, watershed man-
agement and restoration program.

Metropolitan North Georgia Water
Planning District.

Savannah, Georgia.

Idaho, Montana, rural Nevada, New
Mezxico, rural Utah, and Wyo-
ming.

Riley Creek Recreation Area, Idaho.

Floodplain mapping, Little Calumet
River, Chicago, Illinois.

Reconstruction of Illinois and Mis-
souri flood protection projects.

Illinois River basin restoration.

Promontory Point third-party review,
Chicago shoreline, Chicago, Illi-
nois.
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Kaskaskia River basin, Illinois, res-
toration.

Southwest Illinois.

Calumet region, Indiana.

Floodplain mapping, Missouri River,
Towa.

Paducah, Kentucky.

Southern and eastern Kentucky.

Winchester, Kentucky.

Baton Rouge, Louisiana.
Calcasieu Ship Channel, Louisiana.
East Atchafalaya basin and Amite
River basin region, Louisiana.
Inner Harbor Navigation Canal Lock
project, Louisiana.

Lake Pontchartrain, Louisiana.

Southeast Louisiana region,
isiana.

West Baton Rouge Parish, Louisiana.

Chavrlestown, Maryland.

St. Mary’s River, Maryland.

Massachusetts dredged material dis-
posal sites.

Ontonagon Harbor, Michigan.

Crookston, Minnesota.

Garrison and Kathio Township, Min-
nesota.

Itasca County, Minnesota.

Minneapolis, Minnesota.

Northeastern Minnesota.

Wild Rice River, Minnesota.

Mississippi.

Harrison, Hancock, and Jackson
Counties, Mississippi.

Mississippi River, Missouri and Illi-
nois.

St. Louis, Missouri.

St. Louis Regional Greenways,
Louis, Missouri.

Lou-

St.

Missoula, Montana.

St. Mary project, Glacier County,
Montana.

Lower Platte River watershed res-

toration, Nebraska.

Hackensack Meadowlands area, New
Jersey.

Atlantic Coast of New York.

College Point, New York City, New
York.

Flushing Bay and Creek, New York
City, New York.

Hudson River, New York.

Mount Morris Dam, New York.

North Hempstead and Glen Cove
North Shore watershed restora-
tion, New York.

Rochester, New York.

North Carolina.

Stanly County, North Carolina.

John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir,
North Carolina.

Cincinnati, Ohio.

Ohio River basin environmental man-
agement.

Toussaint River navigation project,
Carroll Township, Ohio.

Statewide comprehensive water plan-
ning, Oklahoma.

Fern Ridge Dam, Oregon.

Allegheny County, Pennsylvania.

Clinton County, Pennsylvania.

Kehly Run Dams, Pennsylvania.

Lehigh River, Lehigh County, Penn-
sylvania.

Northeast Pennsylvania.

Upper Susquehanna River basin,
Pennsylvania and New York.

Cano Martin Pena, San Juan, Puerto
Rico.

Lakes Marion and Moultrie, South
Carolina.

Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, Lower
Brule Sioux Tribe, and terrestrial
wildlife habitat restoration, South
Dakota.

East Tennessee.

Fritz Landing, Tennessee.

. J. Percy Priest Dam and Reservoir,

Tennessee.
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Nashville, Tennessee.

Nonconnah Weir,
nessee.

Tennessee River partnership.

Town Creek, Lenoir City, Tennessee.

Upper Mississippi embayment, Ten-
nessee, Arkansas, and Mississippi.

Texas.

Bosque River watershed, Texas.

Dallas County region, Texas.

Dallas Floodway, Dallas, Texas.

Harris County, Texas.

Johnson Creek, Arlington, Texas.

Onion Creek, Texas.

Connecticut River dams, Vermont.

Lake Champlain Canal, Vermont and
New York.

Memphis, Ten-

Dyke Marsh, Fairfar County, Vir-
ginia.

Eastern Shore and Southwest Vir-
ginia.

James River, Virginia.

Baker Bay and Ilwaco Harbor,
Washington.

Hamilton Island campground, Wash-
ington.

Erosion  control, Puget Island,
Wahkiakum County, Washington.

Willapa Bay, Washington.

West Virginia and Pennsylvania
flood control.

Central West Virginia.

Southern West Virginia.

Construction of flood control projects
by non-Federal interests.

Additional assistance for
projects.

critical

TITLE VI—FLORIDA EVERGLADES

6001.

6002.
6003.
6004.
6005.
6006.
6007.

Hillsboro and Okeechobee Aquifer,
Florida.

Pilot projects.

Mazximum costs.

Credit.

Outreach and assistance.

Critical restoration projects.

Regional engineering model for envi-
ronmental restoration.

TITLE VII—LOUISIANA COASTAL AREA
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7013.
7014.

7015.
7016.

Definitions.

Comprehensive plan.

Louisiana coastal area.

Coastal Louisiana Ecosystem Protec-
tion and Restoration Task Force.

Project modifications.

Construction.

Non-Federal cost share.

Project justification.

Independent review.

Ezxpedited reports.

Reporting.

New Orleans and vicinity.

Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet.

Hurricane and storm damage reduc-
tion.

Larose to Golden Meadow.

Lower Jefferson Parish, Louisiana.

TITLE VIII—UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER

Sec.
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Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

8001.
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8003.

8004.
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AND ILLINOIS WATER-WAY SYSTEM

Definitions.
Navigation
toration.
Authorization of construction
navigation improvements.
Ecosystem restoration authorization.
Comparable progress.

improvements and res-

of

TITLE IX—NATIONAL LEVEE SAFETY

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

9001.
9002.
9003.
9004.
9005.

9006.

PROGRAM

Short title.
Definitions.
Committee on Levee Safety.
Inventory and inspection of levees.
Limitations on statutory construc-

tion.
Authorization of appropriations.

SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF SECRETARY.
In this Act, the term ‘‘Secretary’ means the
Secretary of the Army.
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TITLE I—WATER RESOURCES PROJECTS
SEC. 1001. PROJECT AUTHORIZATIONS.

Except as otherwise provided in this section,
the following projects for water resources devel-
opment and conservation and other purposes
are authorized to be carried out by the Secretary
substantially in accordance with the plans, and
subject to the conditions, described in the re-
spective reports designated in this section:

(1) HAINES, ALASKA.—The project for naviga-
tion, Haines, Alaska: Report of the Chief of En-
gineers dated December 20, 2004, at a total cost
of $14,040,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$11,232,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$2,808,000.

(2) PORT LIONS, ALASKA.—The project for
navigation, Port Lions, Alaska: Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated June 14, 2006, at a
total cost of $9,530,000, with an estimated Fed-
eral cost of $7,624,000 and an estimated non-
Federal cost of $1,906,000.

(3) SANTA CRUZ RIVER, PASEO DE LAS IGLESIAS,
ARIZONA.—The project for environmental res-
toration, Santa Cruz River, Pima County, Ari-
zona: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
March 28, 2006, at a total cost of $97,700,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $63,300,000
and an estimated mnon-Federal cost of
$34,400,000.

(4) TANQUE VERDE CREEK, PIMA COUNTY, ARI-
ZONA.—The project for environmental restora-
tion, Tanque Verde Creek, Pima County, Ari-
zona: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
July 22, 2003, at a total cost of $5,906,000, with
an estimated Federal cost of $3,836,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $2,070,000.

(5) SALT RIVER (RIO SALADO OESTE), MARICOPA
COUNTY, ARIZONA.—The project for environ-
mental restoration, Salt River (Rio Salado
QOeste), Maricopa County, Aricona: Report of
the Chief of Engineers dated December 19, 2006,
at a total cost of $166,650,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $106,629,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $60,021,000.

(6) SALT RIVER (VA SHLY’AY AKIMEL), MARI-
COPA COUNTY, ARIZONA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for environ-
mental restoration, Salt River (Va Shly’ay
Akimel), Arizona: Report of the Chief of Engi-
neers dated January 3, 2005, at a total cost of
$162,100,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$105,200,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $56,900,000.

(B) COORDINATION WITH FEDERAL RECLAMA-
TION PROJECTS.—The Secretary, to the maximum
extent practicable, shall coordinate the design
and construction of the project described in sub-
paragraph (A) with the Bureau of Reclamation
and any operating agent for any Federal rec-
lamation project in the Salt River Basin to avoid
impacts to existing Federal reclamation facilities
and operations in the Salt River Basin.

(7) MAY BRANCH, FORT SMITH, ARKANSAS.—The
project for flood damage reduction, May
Branch, Fort Smith, Arkansas: Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated December 19, 2006, at a
total cost of $30,850,000, with an estimated Fed-
eral cost of $15,010,000 and an estimated mon-
Federal cost of $15,840,000.

(8) HAMILTON CITY, GLENN COUNTY, CALI-
FORNIA.—The project for flood damage reduc-
tion and environmental restoration, Hamilton
City, Glenn County, California: Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated December 22, 2004, at a
total cost of $52,400,000, with an estimated Fed-
eral cost of $34,100,000 and estimated non-Fed-
eral cost of $18,300,000.

(9) SILVER STRAND SHORELINE, IMPERIAL
BEACH, CALIFORNIA.—The project for storm dam-
age reduction, Silver Strand Shoreline, Imperial
Beach, California: Report of the Chief of Engi-
neers dated December 30, 2003, at a total cost of
$13,700,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$8,521,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$5,179,000, and at an estimated total cost of
$42,500,000 for periodic beach nourishment over
the 50-year life of the project, with an estimated
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Federal cost of $21,250,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $21,250,000.

(10) MATILIJA DAM, VENTURA COUNTY, CALI-
FORNIA.—The project for environmental restora-
tion, Matilija Dam, Ventura County, California:
Report of the Chief of Engineers dated December
20, 2004, at a total cost of $144,500,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $89,700,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $54,800,000.

(11) MIDDLE CREEK, LAKE COUNTY, CALI-
FORNIA.—The project for flood damage reduc-
tion and environmental restoration, Middle
Creek, Lake County, California: Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated November 29, 2004, at
a total cost of $45,200,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $29,500,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $15,700,000.

(12) NAPA RIVER SALT MARSH RESTORATION,
CALIFORNIA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for environ-
mental restoration, Napa River Salt Marsh Res-
toration, Napa, California: Report of the Chief
of Engineers dated December 22, 2004, at a total
cost of $134,500,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of 387,500,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $47,000,000.

(B) ADMINISTRATION.—In carrying out the
project authorized by this paragraph, the Sec-
retary shall—

(i) construct a recycled water pipeline extend-
ing from the Sonoma Valley County Sanitation
District Waste Water Treatment Plant and the
Napa Sanitation District Waste Water Treat-
ment Plant to the project; and

(ii) restore or enhance Salt Ponds 1, 14, 2, and
3.

(13) DENVER COUNTY REACH, SOUTH PLATTE
RIVER, DENVER, COLORADO.—The project for en-
vironmental restoration, Denver County Reach,
South Platte River, Denver, Colorado: Report of
the Chief of Engineers dated May 16, 2003, at a
total cost of $20,100,000, with an estimated Fed-
eral cost of $13,065,000 and an estimated non-
Federal cost of $7,035,000.

(14) CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA, INDIAN
RIVER LAGOON, FLORIDA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may carry
out the project for ecosystem restoration, water
supply, flood control, and protection of water
quality, Central and Southern Florida, Indian
River Lagoon, Florida, at a total cost of
$1,365,000,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$682,500,000 and an estimated nmon-Federal cost
of $682,500,000, in accordance with section 601 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 2000
(114 Stat. 2680) and the recommendations of the
report of the Chief of Engineers dated August 6,
2004.

(B) DEAUTHORIZATIONS.—The following
projects are not authorized after the date of en-
actment of this Act:

(i) The uncompleted portions of the project for
the C—44 Basin Storage Reservoir of the Com-
prehensive Everglades Restoration Plan, author-
ized by section 601(b)(2)(C)(i) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2682),
at a total cost of $147,800,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $73,900,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $73,900,000.

(ii) The uncompleted portions of the Martin
County, Florida, modifications to the project for
Central and Southern Florida, authoriced by
section 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1968 (82
Stat. 740), at a total cost of $15,471,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $8,073,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $7,398,000.

(iii) The uncompleted portions of the East
Coast Backpumping, St. Lucie-Martin County,
Spillway Structure S-311 modifications to the
project for Central and Southern Florida, au-
thorized by section 203 of the Flood Control Act
of 1968 (82 Stat. 740), at a total cost of
377,118,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
355,124,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$21,994,000.

(15) COMPREHENSIVE EVERGLADES RESTORA-
TION PLAN, CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA,
PICAYUNE STRAND RESTORATION PROJECT, COL-
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LIER COUNTY, FLORIDA.—The project for eco-
system restoration, Comprehensive Everglades
Restoration Plan, Central and Southern Flor-
ida, Picayune Strand Restoration Project, Col-
lier County, Florida: Report of the Chief of En-
gineers dated September 15, 2005, at a total cost
of $375,330,000 with an estimated Federal cost of
$187,665,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $187,665,000.

(16) COMPREHENSIVE EVERGLADES RESTORA-
TION PLAN, CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA,
SITE 1 IMPOUNDMENT PROJECT, PALM BEACH
COUNTY, FLORIDA.—The project for ecosystem
restoration, Comprehensive Everglades Restora-
tion Plan, Central and Southern Florida, Site 1
Impoundment Project, Palm Beach County,
Florida: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
December 19, 2006, at a total cost of $80,840,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $40,420,000
and an estimated mnon-Federal cost of
$340,420,000.

(I17) MIAMI HARBOR, MIAMI-DADE COUNTY,
FLORIDA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Miami Harbor, Miami-Dade County, Florida:
Report of the Chief of Engineers dated April 25,
2005, at a total cost of $125,270,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $75,140,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $50,130,000.

(B) GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORT.—The
non-Federal share of the cost of the general re-
evaluation report that resulted in the report of
the Chief of Engineers referred to in subpara-
graph (A) shall be the same percentage as the
non-Federal share of cost of construction of the
project.

(C) AGREEMENT.—The Secretary shall enter
into a new partnership with the non-Federal in-
terest to reflect the cost sharing required by sub-
paragraph (B).

(18) EAST ST. LOUIS AND VICINITY, ILLINOIS.—
The project for environmental restoration and
recreation, East St. Louis and Vicinity, Illinois:
Report of the Chief of Engineers dated December
22, 2004, at a total cost of $208,260,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $134,910,000 and an es-
timated non-Federal cost of $73,350,000.

(19) PEORIA RIVERFRONT DEVELOPMENT, ILLI-
NoIS.—The project for environmental restora-
tion, Peoria Riverfront Development, Illinois:
Report of the Chief of Engineers dated July 28,
2003, at a total cost of $18,220,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $11,840,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $6,380,000.

(20) WOOD RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM RECONSTRUC-
TION, MADISON COUNTY, ILLINOIS.—The project
for flood damage reduction, Wood River Levee
System Reconstruction, Madison County, Illi-
nois: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
July 18, 2006, at a total cost of $17,220,000, with
an estimated Federal cost of 311,193,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $6,027,000.

(21) DES MOINES AND RACCOON RIVERS, DES
MOINES, IOWA.—The project for flood damage re-
duction, Des Moines and Raccoon Rivers, Des
Moines, Iowa: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated March 28, 2006, at a total cost of
$10,780,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
36,967,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
33,813,000.

(22) LICKING RIVER BASIN, CYNTHIANA, KEN-
TUCKY.—The project for flood damage reduction,
Licking River Basin, Cynthiana, Kentucky: Re-
port of the Chief of Engineers dated October 24,
2006, at a total cost of $18,200,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $11,830,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $6,370,000.

(23) BAYOU SORREL LOCK, LOUISIANA.—The
project for navigation, Bayou Sorrel Lock, Lou-
isiana: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
January 3, 2005, at a total cost of $9,600,000. The
costs of construction of the project are to be
paid 2 from amounts appropriated from the
general fund of the Treasury and %2 from
amounts appropriated from the Inland Water-
ways Trust Fund.

(24) MORGANZA TO THE GULF OF MEXICO, LOU-
ISIANA.—
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(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for hurricane
and storm damage reduction, Morganza to the
Gulf of Mexico, Louisiana: Reports of the Chief
of Engineers dated August 23, 2002, and July 22,
2003, at a total cost of $886,700,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $576,355,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $310,345,000.

(B) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—The oper-
ation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, and
replacement of the Houma Navigation Canal
lock complex and the Gulf Intracoastal Water-
way floodgate features of the project described
in subparagraph (A) that provide for inland wa-
terway transportation shall be a Federal respon-
sibility in accordance with section 102 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33
U.S.C. 2212).

(25) PORT OF IBERIA, LOUISIANA.—The project
for navigation, Port of Iberia, Louisiana: Report
of the Chief of Engineers dated December 31,
2006, at a total cost of $131,250,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $105,315,000 and an esti-
mated mon-Federal cost of $25,935,000; except
that the Secretary, in consultation with
Vermillion and Iberia Parishes, Louisiana, and
consistent with the mitigation plan in the re-
port, shall use available dredged material and
rock placement on the south bank of the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway and the west bank of the
Freshwater Bayou Channel to provide inci-
dental storm surge protection that does not ad-
versely affect the mitigation plan.

(26) SMITH ISLAND, SOMERSET COUNTY, MARY-
LAND.—The project for environmental restora-
tion, Smith Island, Somerset County, Maryland:
Report of the Chief of Engineers dated October
29, 2001, at a total cost of $15,580,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $10,127,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $5,453,000.

(27) ROSEAU RIVER, ROSEAU, MINNESOTA.—The
project for flood damage reduction, Roseau
River, Roseau, Minnesota: Report of the Chief
of Engineers dated December 19, 2006, at a total
cost of $25,100,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $13,820,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $11,280,000.

(28) ARGENTINE, EAST BOTTOMS, FAIRFAX-JER-
SEY CREEK, AND NORTH KANSAS LEVEES UNITS,
MISSOURI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES AT KANSAS CIT-
IES, MISSOURI AND KANSAS.—The project for
flood damage reduction, Argentine, East Bot-
toms, Fairfax-Jersey Creek, and North Kansas
Levees units, Missouri River and tributaries at
Kansas Cities, Missouri and Kansas: Report of
the Chief of Engineers dated December 19, 2006,
at a total cost of $65,430,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $42,530,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $22,900,000.

(29) SWOPE PARK INDUSTRIAL AREA, BLUE
RIVER, KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI.—The project for
flood damage reduction, Swope Park Industrial
Area, Blue River, Kansas City, Missouri: Report
of the Chief of Engineers dated December 30,
2003, at a total cost of $16,980,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $11,037,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $5,943,000.

(30) GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET TO TOWNSENDS
INLET, NEW JERSEY.—The project for hurricane
and storm damage reduction, Great Egg Harbor
Inlet to Townsends Inlet, New Jersey: Report of
the Chief of Engineers dated October 24, 2006, at
a total cost of $54,360,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $35,069,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $19,291,000, and at an esti-
mated total cost of $202,500,000 for periodic
nourishment over the 50-year life of the project,
with an estimated Federal cost of $101,250,000
and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$101,250,000.

(31) HUDSON RARITAN ESTUARY, LIBERTY STATE
PARK, NEW JERSEY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for environ-
mental restoration, Hudson Raritan Estuary,
Liberty State Park, New Jersey: Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated August 25, 2006, at a
total cost of $34,100,000, with an estimated Fed-
eral cost of $22,200,000 and an estimated mon-
Federal cost of $11,900,000.
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(B) RESTORATION TEAMS.—In carrying out the
project, the Secretary shall establish and utilize
watershed restoration teams composed of estu-
ary restoration experts from the Corps of Engi-
neers, the New Jersey department of environ-
mental protection, and the Port Authority of
New York and New Jersey and other experts
designated by the Secretary for the purpose of
developing habitat restoration and water qual-
ity enhancement.

(32) NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION STUDY,
MANASQUAN INLET TO BARNEGAT INLET, NEW JER-
SEY.—The project for hurricane and storm dam-
age reduction, New Jersey Shore Protection
Study, Manasquan Inlet to Barnegat Inlet, New
Jersey: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
December 30, 2003, at a total cost of $71,900,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $46,735,000
and an estimated non-Federal cost of
325,165,000, and at an estimated total cost of
3119,680,000 for periodic beach nourishment over
the 50-year life of the project, with an estimated
Federal cost of $59,840,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $59,840,000.

(33) RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, UNION
BEACH, NEW JERSEY.—The project for hurricane
and storm damage reduction, Raritan Bay and
Sandy Hook Bay, Union Beach, New Jersey: Re-
port of the Chief of Engineers dated January 4,
2006, at a total cost of $115,000,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $74,800,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $40,200,000, and at an
estimated total cost of 36,500,000 for periodic
nourishment over the 50-year life of the project,
with an estimated Federal cost of $3,250,000 and
an estimated non-Federal cost of $3,250,000.

(34) SOUTH RIVER, RARITAN RIVER BASIN, NEW
JERSEY.—The project for hurricane and storm
damage reduction and environmental restora-
tion, South River, Raritan River Basin, New
Jersey: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
July 22, 2003, at a total cost of $122,300,000, with
an estimated Federal cost of $79,500,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $42,800,000.

(35) SOUTHWEST VALLEY, BERNALILLO COUNTY,
NEW MEXICO.—The project for flood damage re-
duction, Southwest Valley, Bernalillo County,
New Mexico: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated November 29, 2004, at a total cost of
324,840,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
316,150,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$8,690,000.

(36) MONTAUK POINT, NEW YORK.—The project
for hurricane and storm damage reduction,
Montauk Point, New York: Report of the Chief
of Engineers dated March 31, 2006, at a total
cost of $14,600,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $7,300,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $7,300,000.

(37) HOCKING RIVER BASIN, MONDAY CREEK,
OHIO.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for ecosystem
restoration, Hocking River Basin, Monday
Creek, Ohio: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated August 24, 2006, at a total cost of
320,980,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
313,440,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$7,540,000.

(B) WAYNE NATIONAL FOREST.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in coopera-
tion with the Secretary of Agriculture, may con-
struct other project features on property that is
located in the Wayne National Forest, Ohio,
owned by the United States and managed by the
Forest Service as described in the report of the
Corps of Engineers entitled ‘‘Hocking River
Basin, Ohio, Monday Creek Sub-Basin Eco-
system Restoration Project Feasibility Report
and Environmental Assessment’’.

(ii) CoST.—Each project feature carried out on
Federal land shall be designed, constructed, op-
erated, and maintained at Federal expense.

(iii)) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary of Agriculture to carry out this sub-
paragraph $1,270,000.

(38) TOWN OF BLOOMSBURG, COLUMBIA COUN-
TY, PENNSYLVANIA.—The project for flood dam-

H9063

age reduction, town of Bloomsburg, Columbia
County, Pennsylvania: Report of the Chief of
Engineers dated January 25, 2006, at a total cost
of $44,500,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$28,925,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
315,575,000.

(39) PAWLEYS ISLAND, SOUTH CAROLINA.—The
project for hurricane and storm damage reduc-
tion, Pawleys Island, South Carolina: Report of
the Chief of Engineers dated December 19, 2006,
at a total cost of $8,980,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $5,840,000 and an estimated non-
Federal cost of $3,140,000, and at an estimated
total cost of $21,200,000 for periodic nourishment
over the 50-year life of the project, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $10,600,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $10,600,000.

(40) CORPUS CHRISTI SHIP CHANNEL, CORPUS
CHRISTI, TEXAS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation
and ecosystem restoration, Corpus Christi Ship
Channel, Texas: Report of the Chief of Engi-
neers dated June 2, 2003, at a total cost of
$188,110,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$87,810,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$100,300,000.

(B) NAVIGATIONAL SERVITUDE.—In carrying
out the project under subparagraph (A), the
Secretary shall enforce the navigational ser-
vitude in the Corpus Christi Ship Channel (in-
cluding the removal or relocation of any facility
obstructing the project) consistent with the cost
sharing requirements of section 101 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
2211).

(41) GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, BRAZOS
RIVER TO PORT O’CONNOR, MATAGORDA BAY RE-
ROUTE, TEXAS.—The project for navigation, Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway, Brazos River to Port
O’Connor, Matagorda Bay Re-Route, Texas:
Report of the Chief of Engineers dated December
24, 2002, at a total cost of $17,280,000. The costs
of construction of the project are to be paid />
from amounts appropriated from the general
fund of the Treasury and 2 from amounts ap-
propriated from the Inland Waterways Trust
Fund.

(42) GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, HIGH IS-
LAND TO BRAZOS RIVER, TEXAS.—The project for
navigation, Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, High
Island to Brazos River, Texas: Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated April 16, 2004, at a
total cost of $14,450,000. The costs of construc-
tion of the project are to be paid %> from
amounts appropriated from the general fund of
the Treasury and %2 from amounts appropriated
from the Inland Waterways Trust Fund.

(43) LOWER COLORADO RIVER BASIN PHASE I,
TEXAS.—The project for flood damage reduction
and ecosystem restoration, Lower Colorado
River Basin Phase I, Texas: Report of the Chief
of Engineers dated December 31, 2006, at a total
cost of $110,730,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $69,640,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $41,090,000.

(44) ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL  WATERWAY
BRIDGE REPLACEMENT, DEEP CREEK, CHESAPEAKE,
VIRGINIA.—The project for Atlantic Intracoastal
Waterway Bridge Replacement, Deep Creek,
Chesapeake, Virginia: Report of the Chief of
Engineers dated March 3, 2003, at a total cost of
$37,200,000.

(45) CRANEY ISLAND EASTWARD EXPANSION,
NORFOLK HARBOR AND CHANNELS, HAMPTON
ROADS, VIRGINIA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Craney Island Eastward Ezxpansion, Norfolk
Harbor and Channels, Hampton Roads, Vir-
ginia: Report of Chief of Engineers dated Octo-
ber 24, 2006, at a total cost of $712,103,000.

(B) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—Notwithstanding
sections 101 and 103 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2211 and 2213),
the Federal share of the cost of the project shall
be 50 percent.

(46) CENTRALIA, CHEHALIS RIVER, LEWIS COUN-
TY, WASHINGTON.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood dam-
age reduction, Centralia, Chehalis River, Lewis
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County, Washington: Report of the Chief of En-
gineers dated September 27, 2004, at a total cost
of $123,770,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
874,740,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
349,030,000.

(B) CREDIT.—The Secretary shall—

(i) credit, in accordance with section 221 of
the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-
5b), toward the non-Federal share of the cost of
the project up to $6,500,000 for the cost of plan-
ning and design work carried out by the nmon-
Federal interest in accordance with the project
study plan dated November 28, 1999; and

(ii) credit toward the non-Federal share of the
cost of the project the cost of design and con-
struction work carried out by the non-Federal
interest before the date of the partnership agree-
ment for the project if the Secretary determines
that the work is integral to the project.

SEC. 1002. SMALL PROJECTS FOR FLOOD DAMAGE
REDUCTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall conduct
a study for each of the following projects and,
if the Secretary determines that a project is fea-
sible, may carry out the project under Section
205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948 (33 U.S.C.
701s):

(1) HALEYVILLE, ALABAMA.—Project for flood
damage reduction, Haleyville, Alabama.

(2) WEISS LAKE, ALABAMA.—Project for flood
damage reduction, Weiss Lake, Alabama.

(3) FORT YUKON, ALASKA.—Project for flood
damage reduction, Fort Yukon, Alaska.

(4) LITTLE COLORADO RIVER LEVEE, ARIZONA.—
Project for flood damage reduction, Little Colo-
rado River Levee, Arizona.

(5) CACHE RIVER BASIN, GRUBBS, ARKANSAS.—
Project for flood damage reduction, Cache River
Basin, Grubbs, Arkansas.

(6) BARREL SPRINGS WASH, PALMDALE, CALI-
FORNIA.—Project for flood damage reduction,
Barrel Springs Wash, Palmdale, California.

(7) BORREGO SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA.—Project
for flood damage reduction, Borrego Springs,
California.

(8) COLTON, CALIFORNIA.—Project for flood
damage reduction, Colton, California.

(9) DUNLAP STREAM, YUCAIPA, CALIFORNIA.—
Project for flood damage reduction, Dunlap
Stream, Yucaipa, California.

(10) HUNTS CANYON WASH, PALMDALE, CALI-
FORNIA.—Project for flood damage reduction,
Hunts Canyon Wash, Palmdale, California.

(11) ONTARIO AND CHINO, CALIFORNIA.—Project
for flood damage reduction, Ontario and Chino,
California.

(12) SANTA VENETIA, CALIFORNIA.—Project for
flood damage reduction, Santa Venetia, Cali-
fornia.

(13) WHITTIER, CALIFORNIA.—Project for flood
damage reduction, Whittier, California.

(14) WILDWOOD CREEK, YUCAIPA, CALI-
FORNIA.—Project for flood damage reduction,
Wildwood Creek, Yucaipa, California.

(15) BIBB COUNTY AND CITY OF MACON LEVEE,
GEORGIA.—Project for flood damage reduction,
Bibb County and City of Macon Levee, Georgia.

(16) FORT WAYNE AND VICINITY, INDIANA.—
Project for flood damage reduction, St. Mary’s
and Maumee Rivers, Fort Wayne and vicinity,
Indiana.

(17) ST. FRANCISVILLE, LOUSIANA.—Project for
flood damage reduction, St. Francisville, Lou-
isiana.

(18) SALEM, MASSACHUSETTS.—Project for
flood damage reduction, Salem, Massachusetts.

(19) CASS RIVER, MICHIGAN.—Project for flood
damage reduction, Cass River, Vassar and vicin-
ity, Michigan.

(20) CROW RIVER, ROCKFORD, MINNESOTA.—
Project for flood damage reduction, Crow River,
Rockford, Minnesota.

(21) MARSH CREEK, MINNESOTA.—Project for
flood damage reduction, Marsh Creek, Min-
nesota.

(22) SOUTH BRANCH OF THE WILD RICE RIVER,
BORUP, MINNESOTA.—Project for flood damage
reduction, South Branch of the Wild Rice River,
Borup, Minnesota.
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(23) BLACKSNAKE CREEK, ST. JOSEPH, MIS-
SOURI.—Project for flood damage reduction,
Blacksnake Creek, St. Joseph, Missouri.

(24) ACID BROOK, POMPTON LAKES, NEW JER-
SEY.—Project for flood damage reduction, Acid
Brook, Pompton Lakes, New Jersey.

(25) CANISTEO RIVER, ADDISON, NEW YORK.—
Project for flood damage reduction, Canisteo
River, Addison, New York.

(26) COHOCTON RIVER, CAMPBELL, NEW YORK.—
Project for flood damage reduction, Cohocton
River, Campbell, New York.

(27) DRY AND OTTER CREEKS, CORTLAND, NEW
YORK.—Project for flood damage reduction, Dry
and Otter Creeks, Cortland, New York.

(28) EAST RIVER, SILVER BEACH, NEW YORK
CITY, NEW YORK.—Project for flood damage re-
duction, East River, Silver Beach, New York
City, New York.

(29) EAST VALLEY CREEK, ANDOVER, NEW
YORK.—Project for flood damage reduction, East
Valley Creek, Andover, New York.

(30) SUNNYSIDE BROOK, WESTCHESTER COUNTY,
NEW YORK.—Project for flood damage reduction,
Sunnyside Brook, Westchester County, New
York.

(31) LITTLE YANKEE AND MUD RUN, TRUMBULL
COUNTY, OHIO.—Project for flood damage reduc-
tion, Little Yankee and Mud Run, Trumbull
County, Ohio.

(32) LITTLE NESHAMINY CREEK, WARRINGTON,
PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for flood damage reduc-
tion, Little Neshaminy Creek, Warrington,
Pennsylvania.

(33) SOUTHAMPTON CREEK WATERSHED, SOUTH-
AMPTON, PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for flood dam-
age reduction, Southampton Creek watershed,
Southampton, Pennsylvania.

(34) SPRING CREEK, LOWER MACUNGIE TOWN-
SHIP, PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for flood damage
reduction, Spring Creek, Lower Macungie
Township, Pennsylvania.

(35) YARDLEY AQUEDUCT, SILVER AND BROCK
CREEKS, YARDLEY, PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for
flood damage reduction, Yardley Aqueduct, Sil-
ver and Brock Creeks, Yardley, Pennsylvania.

(36) SURFSIDE BEACH, SOUTH CAROLINA.—
Project for flood damage reduction, Surfside
Beach and vicinity, South Carolina.

(37) SANDY CREEK, JACKSON COUNTY, TEN-
NESSEE.—A project for flood damage reduction,
Sandy Creek, Jackson County, Tennessee.

(38) CONGELOSI  DITCH, MISSOURI CITY,
TEXAS.—Project for flood damage reduction,
Congelosi Ditch, Missouri City, Texas.

(39) DILLEY, TEXAS.—Project for flood damage
reduction, Dilley, Texas.

(40) CHEYENNE, WYOMING.—Project for flood
damage reduction, Cheyenne, Wyoming.

(b) SPECIAL RULES.—

(1) CACHE RIVER BASIN, GRUBBS, ARKANSAS.—
The Secretary may proceed with the project for
the Cache River Basin, Grubbs, Arkansas, re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(5), notwithstanding
that the project is located within the boundaries
of the flood control project, Cache River Basin,
Arkansas and Missouri, authorized by section
204 of the Flood Control Act of 1950, (64 Stat.
172) and modified by section 99 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 41).

(2) ONTARIO AND CHINO, CALIFORNIA.—The
Secretary shall carry out the project for flood
damage reduction, Ontario and Chino, Cali-
fornia, referred to in subsection (a)(11) if the
Secretary determines that the project is feasible.

(3) SANTA VENETIA, CALIFORNIA.—The Sec-
retary shall carry out the project for flood dam-
age reduction, Santa Venetia, California, re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(12) if the Secretary
determines that the project is feasible and shall
allow the mon-Federal interest to participate in
the financing of the project in accordance with
section 903(c) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4184) to the extent
that the Secretary’s evaluation indicates that
applying such section is necessary to implement
the project.

(4) WHITTIER, CALIFORNIA.—The Secretary
shall carry out the project for flood damage re-
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duction, Whittier, California, referred to in sub-
section (a)(13) if the Secretary determines that
the project is feasible.

(5) WILDWOOD CREEK, YUCAIPA, CALIFORNIA.—
The Secretary shall review the locally prepared
plan for the project for flood damage, Wildwood
Creek, California, referred to in subsection
(a)(14) and, if the Secretary determines that the
plan meets the evaluation and design standards
of the Corps of Engineers and that the plan is
feasible, the Secretary may use the plan to carry
out the project and shall provide credit toward
the non-Federal share of the cost of the project
for the cost of work carried out by the non-Fed-
eral interest before the date of the partnership
agreement for the project if the Secretary deter-
mines that the work is integral to the project.

(6) FORT WAYNE AND VICINITY, INDIANA.—In
carrying out the project for flood damage reduc-
tion, St. Mary’s and Maumee Rivers, Fort
Wayne and vicinity, Indiana, referred to in sub-
section (a)(16) the Secretary shall—

(A) provide a 100-year level of flood protection
at the  Berry Thieme, Park-Thompson,
Woodhurst, and Tillman sites along the St.
Mary’s River; and

(B) allow the non-Federal interest to partici-
pate in the financing of the project in accord-
ance with section 903(c) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4184) to the
extent that the Secretary’s evaluation indicates
that applying such section is necessary to imple-
ment the project.

(7) SOUTH BRANCH OF THE WILD RICE RIVER,
BORUP, MINNESOTA.—In carrying out the project
for flood damage reduction, South Branch of
the Wild Rice River, Borup, Minnesota, referred
to in subsection (a)(22) the Secretary may con-
sider national ecosystem restoration benefits in
determining the Federal interest in the project
and shall allow the non-Federal interest to par-
ticipate in the financing of the project in ac-
cordance with section 903(c) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4184)
to the extent that the Secretary’s evaluation in-
dicates that applying such section is necessary
to implement the project.

(8) ACID BROOK, POMPTON LAKES, NEW JER-
SEY.—The Secretary shall carry out the project
for flood damage reduction, Acid Brook,
Pompton Lakes, New Jersey, referred to in sub-
section (a)(24) if the Secretary determines that
the project is feasible.

(9) SANDY CREEK, TENNESSEE.—Consistent with
the report of the Chief of Engineers dated
March 24, 1948, on the West Tennessee Tribu-
taries project, in carrying out the project for
flood damage reduction, Sandy Creek, Ten-
nessee, referred to in section (a)(37)—

(A) Sandy Creek shall not be considered to be
an authorized channel of the West Tennessee
Tributaries project; and

(B) the project shall not be considered to be
part of the West Tennessee Tributaries project.

(10) DILLEY, TEXAS.—The Secretary shall
carry out the project for flood damage reduc-
tion, Dilley, Texas, referred to in subsection
(a)(39) if the Secretary determines that the
project is feasible.

SEC. 1003. SMALL PROJECTS FOR EMERGENCY
STREAMBANK PROTECTION.

The Secretary shall conduct a study for each
of the following projects and, if the Secretary
determines that a project is feasible, may carry
out the project under section 14 of the Flood
Control Act of 1946 (33 U.S.C. 70Ir):

(1) ALISO CREEK, CALIFORNIA.—Projects for
emergency streambank protection, Aliso Creek,
California.

(2) ST. JOHNS BLUFF TRAINING WALL, DUVAL
COUNTY, FLORIDA.—Project for emergency
streambank protection, St. Johns Bluff Training
Wall, Duval County, Florida.

(3) GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, IBERVILLE
PARISH, LOUISIANA.—Projects for emergency
streambank protection, Gulf Intracoastal Water-
way, Iberville Parish, Louisiana.

(4) OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVERS, ARKANSAS
AND LOUISIANA.—Projects  for emergency
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streambank protection, Ouachita and Black
Rivers, Arkansas and Louisiana.

(5) PINEY POINT LIGHTHOUSE, ST. MARY’S
COUNTY, MARYLAND.—Project for emergency
streambank protection, Piney Point Lighthouse,
St. Mary’s County, Maryland.

(6) PUG HOLE LAKE, MINNESOTA.—Project for
emergency streambank protection, Pug Hole
Lake, Minnesota.

(7) MIDDLE FORK GRAND RIVER, GENTRY COUN-
TY, MISSOURI.—Project for emergency
streambank protection, Middle Fork Grand
River, Gentry County, Missouri.

(8) PLATTE RIVER, PLATTE CITY, MISSOURI.—
Project for emergency streambank protection,
Platte River, Platte City, Missouri.

(9) RUSH CREEK, PARKVILLE, MISSOURI.—
Project for emergency streambank protection,
Rush Creek, Parkville, Missouri, including
measures to address degradation of the creek
bed.

(10) DRY AND OTTER CREEKS, CORTLAND COUN-
TY, NEW YORK.—Project  for  emergency
streambank protection, Dry and Otter Creeks,
Cortland County, New York.

(11) KEUKA LAKE, HAMMONDSPORT, NEW
YORK.—Project for emergency streambank pro-
tection, Keuka Lake, Haommondsport, New York.

(12) KOWAWESE UNIQUE AREA AND HUDSON
RIVER, NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK.—Project for
emergency streambank protection, Kowawese
Unique Area and Hudson River, New Windsor,
New York.

(13) OWEGO CREEK, TIOGA COUNTY, NEW
YORK.—Project for emergency streambank pro-
tection, Owego Creek, Tioga County, New York.

(14) HOWARD ROAD OUTFALL, SHELBY COUNTY,
TENNESSEE.—Project for emergency streambank
protection, Howard Road outfall, Shelby Coun-
ty, Tennessee.

(15) MITCH FARM DITCH AND LATERAL D, SHEL-
BY COUNTY, TENNESSEE.—Project for emergency
streambank protection, Mitch Farm Ditch and
Lateral D, Shelby County, Tennessee.

(16) WOLF RIVER TRIBUTARIES, SHELBY COUN-
TY, TENNESSEE.—Project for emergency
streambank protection, Wolf River tributaries,
Shelby County, Tennessee.

(17) JOHNSON CREEK, ARLINGTON, TEXAS.—
Project for emergency streambank protection,
Johnson Creek, Arlington, Texas.

(18) WELLS RIVER, NEWBURY, VERMONT.—
Project for emergency streambank protection,
Wells River, Newbury, Vermont.

SEC. 1004. SMALL PROJECTS FOR NAVIGATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall conduct
a study for each of the following projects and,
if the Secretary determines that a project is fea-
sible, may carry out the project under section
107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 (33
U.S.C. 577):

(1) BARROW HARBOR, ALASKA.—Project for
navigation, Barrow Harbor, Alaska.

(2) COFFMAN COVE, ALASKA.—Project for navi-
gation, Coffman Cove, Alaska.

(3) KOTZEBUE HARBOR, ALASKA.—Project for
navigation, Kotzebue Harbor, Alaska.

(4) NOME HARBOR, ALASKA.—Project for navi-
gation, Nome Harbor, Alaska.

(5) OLD HARBOR, ALASKA.—Project for naviga-
tion, Old Harbor, Alaska.

(6) LITTLE ROCK PORT, ARKANSAS.—Project for
navigation, Little Rock Port, Arkansas River,
Arkansas.

(7) MISSISSIPPI RIVER SHIP CHANNEL, LOU-
ISIANA.—Project for navigation, Mississippi
River Ship Channel, Louisiana.

(8) EAST BASIN, CAPE COD CANAL, SANDWICH,
MASSACHUSETTS.—Project for navigation, East
Basin, Cape Cod Canal, Sandwich, Massachu-
setts.

(9) LYNN HARBOR, LYNN, MASSACHUSETTS.—
Project for mnavigation, Lynn Harbor, Lynn,
Massachusetts.

(10) MERRIMACK RIVER, HAVERHILL, MASSA-
CHUSETTS.—Project for mnavigation, Merrimack
River, Haverhill, Massachusetts.
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(11) OAK BLUFFS HARBOR, OAK BLUFFS, MASSA-
CHUSETTS.—Project for mavigation, Oak Bluffs
Harbor, Oak Bluffs, Massachusetts.

(12) WOODS HOLE GREAT HARBOR, FALMOUTH,
MASSACHUSETTS.—Project for navigation, Woods
Hole Great Harbor, Falmouth, Massachusetts.

(13) AU SABLE RIVER, MICHIGAN.—Project for
navigation, Au Sable River in the vicinity of
Oscoda, Michigan.

(14) CLINTON RIVER, MICHIGAN.—Project for
navigation, Clinton River, Michigan.

(15) ONTONAGON RIVER, MICHIGAN.—Project for
navigation, Ontonagon River, Ontonagon,
Michigan.

(16) OUTER CHANNEL AND INNER HARBOR, ME-
NOMINEE HARBOR, MICHIGAN AND WISCONSIN.—
Project for mnavigation, Outer Channel and
Inner Harbor, Menominee Harbor, Michigan
and Wisconsin.

(17) SEBEWAING RIVER, MICHIGAN.—Project for
navigation, Sebewaing River, Michigan.

(18) TRAVERSE CITY HARBOR, TRAVERSE CITY,
MICHIGAN.—Project for mnavigation, Traverse
City Harbor, Traverse City, Michigan.

(19) TOWER HARBOR, TOWER, MINNESOTA.—
Project for mavigation, Tower Harbor, Tower,
Minnesota.

(20) OLCOTT HARBOR, OLCOTT, NEW YORK.—
Project for navigation, Olcott Harbor, Olcott,
New York.

(21) MILWAUKEE HARBOR, WISCONSIN.—Project
for navigation, Milwaukee Harbor, Milwaukee,
Wisconsin.

(b) SPECIAL RULES.—

(1) TRAVERSE CITY HARBOR, TRAVERSE CITY,
MICHIGAN.—The Secretary shall review the lo-
cally prepared plan for the project for naviga-
tion, Traverse City Harbor, Michigan, referred
to in subsection (a)(18), and, if the Secretary de-
termines that the plan meets the evaluation and
design standards of the Corps of Engineers and
that the plan is feasible, the Secretary may use
the plan to carry out the project and shall pro-
vide credit toward the non-Federal share of the
cost of the project for the cost of work carried
out by the mon-Federal interest before the date
of the partnership agreement for the project if
the Secretary determines that the work is inte-
gral to the project.

(2) TOWER HARBOR, TOWER MINNESOTA.—The
Secretary shall carry out the project for naviga-
tion, Tower Harbor, Tower, Minnesota, referred
to in subsection (a)(19) if the Secretary deter-
mines that the project is feasible.

SEC. 1005. SMALL PROJECTS FOR IMPROVEMENT
OF THE QUALITY OF THE ENVIRON-
MENT.

The Secretary shall conduct a study for each
of the following projects and, if the Secretary
determines that a project is appropriate, may
carry out the project under section 1135 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33
U.S.C. 2309a):

(1) BALLONA CREEK, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,
CALIFORNIA.—Project for improvement of the
quality of the environment, Ballona Creek, Los
Angeles County, California.

(2) BALLONA LAGOON TIDE GATES, MARINA DEL
REY, CALIFORNIA.—Project for improvement of
the quality of the environment, Ballona Lagoon
Tide Gates, Marina Del Rey, California.

(3) FT. GEORGE INLET, DUVAL COUNTY, FLOR-
IDA.—Project for improvement of the quality of
the environment, Ft. George Inlet, Duval Coun-
ty, Florida.

(4) RATHBUN LAKE, I0WA.—Project for im-
provement of the quality of the environment,
Rathbun Lake, Iowa.

(5) SMITHVILLE LAKE, MISSOURI.—Project for
improvement of the quality of the environment,
Smithville Lake, Missouri.

(6) DELAWARE BAY, NEW JERSEY AND DELA-
WARE.—Project for improvement of the quality
of the environment, Delaware Bay, New Jersey
and Delaware, for the purpose of oyster restora-
tion.

(7) TIOGA-HAMMOND LAKES, PENNSYLVANIA.—
Project for improvement of the quality of the en-
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vironment, Tioga-Hammond Lakes, Pennsyl-
vania.
SEC. 1006. SMALL PROJECTS FOR AQUATIC ECO-

SYSTEM RESTORATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall conduct
a study for each of the following projects and,
if the Secretary determines that a project is ap-
propriate, may carry out the project under sec-
tion 206 of the Water Resources Development
Act 0of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2330):

(1) CYPRESS CREEK, MONTGOMERY, ALABAMA.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration, Cy-
press Creek, Montgomery, Alabama.

(2) BLACK LAKE, ALASKA.—Project for aquatic
ecosystem restoration, Black Lake, Alaska, at
the head of the Chignik watershed.

(3) BEN LOMOND DAM, SANTA CRUZ, CALI-
FORNIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion, Ben Lomond Dam, Santa Cruz, California.

(4) DOCKWEILER BLUFFS, LOS ANGELES COUN-
TY, CALIFORNIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem
restoration, Dockweiler Bluffs, Los Angeles
County, California.

(5) SALT RIVER, CALIFORNIA.—Project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration, Salt River, Cali-
fornia.

(6) SAN DIEGO RIVER, CALIFORNIA.—Project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration, San Diego River,
California, including efforts to address aquatic
nuisance species.

(7) SANTA ROSA CREEK, SANTA ROSA, CALI-
FORNIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion, Santa Rosa Creek in the vicinity of the
Prince Memorial Greenway, Santa Rosa, Cali-
fornia.

(8) STOCKTON DEEP WATER SHIP CHANNEL AND
LOWER SAN JOAQUIN RIVER, CALIFORNIA.—Project
for aquatic ecosystem vrestoration, Stockton
Deep Water Ship Channel and lower San Joa-
quin River, California.

(9) SUISUN MARSH, SAN PABLO BAY, CALI-
FORNIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion, Suisun Marsh, San Pablo Bay, California.

(10) SWEETWATER RESERVOIR, SAN DIEGO COUN-
TY, CALIFORNIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem
restoration, Sweetwater Reservoir, San Diego
County, California, including efforts to address
aquatic nuisance species.

(11) BISCAYNE BAY, FLORIDA.—Project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration, Biscayne Bay,
Key Biscayne, Florida.

(12) CLAM BAYOU AND DINKINS BAYOU, SANIBEL
ISLAND, FLORIDA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem
restoration, Clam Bayou and Dinkins Bayou,
Sanibel Island, Florida.

(13) MOUNTAIN PARK, GEORGIA.—Project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration, Mountain Park,
Georgia.

(14) CHATTAHOOCHEE FALL LINE, GEORGIA AND
ALABAMA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem res-
toration, Chattahoochee Fall Line, Georgia and
Alabama.

(15) LONGWOOD COVE, GAINESVILLE, GEOR-
GIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Longwood Cove, Gainesville, Georgia.

(16) CITY PARK, UNIVERSITY LAKES, LOU-
ISIANA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion, City Park, University Lakes, Louisiana.

(17) LAWRENCE GATEWAY, MASSACHUSETTS.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration at the
Lawrence Gateway quadrant project along the
Merrimack and Spicket Rivers in Lawrence,
Massachusetts, in accordance with the general
conditions established by the project approval of
the Environmental Protection Agency, Region I,
including filling abandoned drainage facilities
and making improvements to the drainage sys-
tem on the Lawrence Gateway to prevent con-
tinued migration of contaminated sediments into
the river systems.

(18) MILFORD POND, MILFORD, MASSACHU-
SETTS.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion, Milford Pond, Milford, Massachusetts.

(19) MILL POND, LITTLETON, MASSACHU-
SETTS.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion, Mill Pond, Littleton, Massachusetts.

(20) PINE TREE BROOK, MILTON, MASSACHU-
SETTS.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion, Pine Tree Brook, Milton, Massachusetts.
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(21) CLINTON RIVER, MICHIGAN.—Project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration, Clinton River,
Michigan.

(22) KALAMAZOO RIVER WATERSHED, BATTLE
CREEK, MICHIGAN.—Project for aquatic eco-
system restoration, Kalamazoo River watershed,
Battle Creek, Michigan.

(23) RUSH LAKE, MINNESOTA.—Project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration, Rush Lake, Min-
nesota.

(24) SOUTH FORK OF THE CROW RIVER, HUTCH-
INSON, MINNESOTA.—Project for aquatic eco-
system restoration, South Fork of the Crow
River, Hutchinson, Minnesota.

(25) ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI.—Project for aquatic
ecosystem restoration, St. Louis, Missouri.

(26) MOBLEY DAM, TONGUE RIVER, MONTANA.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Mobley Dam, Tongue River, Montana.

(27) S AND H DAM, TONGUE RIVER, MONTANA.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration, S and
H Dam, Tongue River, Montana.

(28) VANDALIA DAM, MILK RIVER, MONTANA.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Vandalia Dam, Milk River, Montana.

(29) TRUCKEE RIVER, RENO, NEVADA.—Project
for aquatic ecosystem restoration, Truckee
River, Reno, Nevada, including features for fish
passage in Washoe County.

(30) GROVER’S MILL POND, NEW JERSEY.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Grover’s Mill Pond, New Jersey.

(31) CALDWELL COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Caldwell County, North Carolina.

(32) MECKLENBURG COUNTY, NORTH CARO-
LINA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Mecklenburg County, North Carolina.

(33) DUGWAY CREEK, BRATENAHL, OHIO.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Dugway Creek, Bratenahl, Ohio.

(34) JOHNSON CREEK, GRESHAM, OREGON.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration, John-
son Creek, Gresham, Oregon.

(35) BEAVER CREEK, BEAVER AND SALEM, PENN-
SYLVANIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem res-
toration, Beaver Creek, Beaver and Salem,
Pennsylvania.

(36) CEMENTON DAM, LEHIGH RIVER, PENNSYL-
VANIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion, Cementon Dam, Lehigh River, Pennsyl-
vania.

(37) INGHAM SPRING DAM, SOLEBURY TOWNSHIP,
PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem
restoration, Ingham Spring Dam, Solebury
Township, Pennsylvania.

(38) SAUCON CREEK, NORTHAMPTON COUNTY,
PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem
restoration, Saucon Creek, Northampton Coun-
ty, Pennsylvania.

(39) STILLWATER LAKE DAM, MONROE COUNTY,
PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem
restoration, Stillwater Lake Dam, Monroe Coun-
ty, Pennsylvania.

(40) BLACKSTONE RIVER, RHODE ISLAND.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration, Black-
stone River, Rhode Island.

(41) WILSON BRANCH, CHERAW, SOUTH CARO-
LINA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Wilson Branch, Cheraw, South Carolina.

(42) WHITE RIVER, BETHEL, VERMONT.—Project
for aquatic ecosystem restoration, White River,
Bethel, Vermont.

(43) COLLEGE LAKE, LYNCHBURG, VIRGINIA.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration, Col-
lege Lake, Lynchburg, Virginia.

(b) SPECIAL RULES.—

(1) BLACK LAKE, ALASKA.—The Secretary shall
carry out the project for aquatic ecosystem res-
toration, Black Lake, Alaska referred to in sub-
section (a)(2) if the Secretary determines that
the project is appropriate.

(2) TRUCKEE RIVER, RENO, NEVADA.—The mazx-
imum amount of Federal funds that may be ex-
pended for the project for aquatic ecosystem res-
toration, Truckee River, Reno, Nevada, referred
to in subsection (a)(29) shall be $6,000,000 and
the Secretary shall carry out the project if the
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Secretary determines that the project is appro-
priate.

(3) BLACKSTONE RIVER, RHODE ISLAND.—The
Secretary shall carry out the project for aquatic
ecosystem restoration, Blackstone River, Rhode
Island, referred to in subsection (a)(40) if the
Secretary determines that the project is appro-
priate.

(4) COLLEGE LAKE, LYNCHBURG, VIRGINIA.—
The Secretary shall carry out the project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration, College Lake,
Lynchburg, Virginia, referred to in subsection
(a)(43) if the Secretary determines that the
project is appropriate.

SEC. 1007. SMALL PROJECTS FOR SHORELINE
PROTECTION.

The Secretary shall conduct a study for each
of the following projects and, if the Secretary
determines that a project is feasible, may carry
out the project under section 3 of the Act enti-
tled ““An Act authorizing Federal participation
in the cost of protecting the shores of publicly
owned property’’, approved August 13, 1946 (33
U.S.C. 4269):

(I) NELSON LAGOON, ALASKA.—Project for
shoreline protection, Nelson Lagoon, Alaska.

(2) NICHOLAS CANYON, LOS ANGELES, CALI-
FORNIA.—Project for shoreline protection, Nich-
olas Canyon, Los Angeles, California.

(3) SANIBEL ISLAND, FLORIDA.—Project for
shoreline protection, Sanibel Island, Florida.

(4) APRA HARBOR, GUAM.—Project for shore-
line protection, Apra Harbor, Guam.

(5) PITI, CABRAS ISLAND, GUAM.—Project for
shoreline protection, Piti, Cabras Island, Guam.

(6) NARROWS AND GRAVESEND BAY, UPPER NEW
YORK BAY, BROOKLYN, NEW YORK.—Project for
shoreline protection in the vicinity of the con-
fluence of the Narrows and Gravesend Bay,
Upper New York Bay, Shore Parkway Green-
way, Brooklyn, New York.

(7) DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA NAVAL
SHIPYARD, PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for shoreline
protection, Delaware River in the vicinity of the
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, Pennsylvania.

(8) PORT ARANSAS, TEXAS.—Project for shore-
line protection, Port Aransas, Texas.

SEC. 1008. SMALL PROJECTS FOR SNAGGING AND
SEDIMENT REMOVAL.

The Secretary shall conduct a study for the
following project and, if the Secretary deter-
mines that the project is feasible, the Secretary
may carry out the project under section 2 of the
Flood Control Act of August 28, 1937 (33 U.S.C.
701g): Project for removal of snags and clearing
and straightening of channels for flood control,
Kowawese Unique Area and Hudson River, New
Windsor, New York.

SEC. 1009. SMALL PROJECTS TO PREVENT OR
MITIGATE DAMAGE CAUSED BY NAVI-
GATION PROJECTS.

The Secretary shall conduct a study for each
of the following projects and, if the Secretary
determines that a project is feasible, may carry
out the project under section 111 of the River
and Harbor Act of 1968 (33 U.S.C. 4261):

(1) Tybee Island, Georgia.

(2) Burns Waterway Harbor, Indiana.

SEC. 1010. SMALL PROJECTS FOR AQUATIC PLANT
CONTROL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is authorized
to carry out a project for aquatic nuisance plant
control in the Republican River Basin, Ne-
braska, under section 104 of the River and Har-
bor Act of 1958 (33 U.S.C. 610).

(b) SPECIAL RULE.—In carrying out the
project under subsection (a), the Secretary may
control and eradicate riverine nuisance plants.

TITLE II—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 2001. NON-FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS.

Section 103 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

““(n) NON-FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS.—

““(1) PROHIBITION ON SOLICITATION OF EXCESS
CONTRIBUTIONS.—The Secretary may not—

““(A) solicit contributions from non-Federal in-
terests for costs of constructing authorized
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water resources projects or measures in excess of
the non-Federal share assigned to the appro-
priate project purposes listed in subsections (a),
(b), and (c); or

‘““(B) condition Federal participation in such
projects or measures on the receipt of such con-
tributions.

“(2) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC-
TION.—Nothing in this subsection shall be con-
strued to affect the Secretary’s authority under
section 903(c).”’.

SEC. 2002. FUNDING TO PROCESS PERMITS.

Section 214(c) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 2000 (33 U.S.C. 2201 note; 114 Stat.
2594; 119 Stat. 2169; 120 Stat. 318; 120 Stat. 3197)
is amended by striking 2008 and inserting
2009,

SEC. 2003. WRITTEN AGREEMENT FOR WATER RE-
SOURCES PROJECTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 221 of the Flood
Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘SEC. 221.”” and inserting the
following:

“SEC. 221. WRITTEN AGREEMENT REQUIREMENT

FOR WATER RESOURCES
PROJECTS.”;
(2) by striking subsection (a) and inserting the

following:

“(a) COOPERATION OF NON-FEDERAL INTER-
EST.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—After December 31, 1970, the
construction of any water resources project, or
an acceptable separable element thereof, by the
Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, or by a non-Federal interest where
such interest will be reimbursed for such con-
struction under any provision of law, shall not
be commenced until each mon-Federal interest
has entered into a written partnership agree-
ment with the Secretary (or, where appropriate,
the district engineer for the district in which the
project will be carried out) under which each
party agrees to carry out its responsibilities and
requirements for implementation or construction
of the project or the appropriate element of the
project, as the case may be; except that no such
agreement shall be required if the Secretary de-
termines that the administrative costs associated
with mnegotiating, executing, or administering
the agreement would exceed the amount of the
contribution required from the mon-Federal in-
terest and are less than $25,000.

““(2) LIQUIDATED DAMAGES.—A partnership
agreement described in paragraph (1) may in-
clude a provision for liquidated damages in the
event of a failure of one or more parties to per-
form.

““(3) OBLIGATION OF FUTURE APPROPRIA-
TIONS.—In any partnership agreement described
in paragraph (1) and entered into by a State, or
a body politic of the State which derives its
powers from the State constitution, or a govern-
mental entity created by the State legislature,
the agreement may reflect that it does not obli-
gate future appropriations for such performance
and payment when obligating future appropria-
tions would be inconsistent with constitutional
or statutory limitations of the State or a polit-
ical subdivision of the State.

““(4) CREDIT FOR IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—A partnership agreement
described in paragraph (1) may provide with re-
spect to a project that the Secretary shall credit
toward the non-Federal share of the cost of the
project, including a project implemented without
specific authorization in law, the value of in-
kind contributions made by the non-Federal in-
terest, including—

““(i) the costs of planning (including data col-
lection), design, management, mitigation, con-
struction, and construction services that are
provided by the non-Federal interest for imple-
mentation of the project;

‘““(ii) the value of materials or services pro-
vided before execution of the partnership agree-
ment, including efforts on constructed elements
incorporated into the project; and
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“‘(iii) the value of materials and services pro-
vided after execution of the partnership agree-
ment.

““(B) CONDITION.—The Secretary may credit
an in-kind contribution under subparagraph (4)
only if the Secretary determines that the mate-
rial or service provided as an in-kind contribu-
tion is integral to the project.

“(C) WORK PERFORMED BEFORE PARTNERSHIP
AGREEMENT.—In any case in which the mon-
Federal interest is to receive credit under sub-
paragraph (A)(ii) for the cost of work carried
out by the non-Federal interest and such work
has not been carried out as of the date of enact-
ment of this subparagraph, the Secretary and
the non-Federal interest shall enter into an
agreement under which the non-Federal interest
shall carry out such work, and only work car-
ried out following the execution of the agree-
ment shall be eligible for credit.

‘(D) LIMITATIONS.—Credit authorized under
this paragraph for a project—

““(i) shall not exceed the non-Federal share of
the cost of the project;

“(it) shall mot alter any other requirement
that a non-Federal interest provide lands, ease-
ments, relocations, rights-of-way, or areas for
disposal of dredged material for the project;

“‘(iii) shall not alter any requirement that a
non-Federal interest pay a portion of the costs
of construction of the project under sections 101
and 103 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2211; 33 U.S.C. 2213); and

““(iv) shall not exceed the actual and reason-
able costs of the materials, services, or other
things provided by the mon-Federal interest, as
determined by the Secretary.

“(E) APPLICABILITY.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—This paragraph shall apply
to water resources projects authorized after No-
vember 16, 1986, including projects initiated
after November 16, 1986, without specific author-
ieation in law.

““(ii) LIMITATION.—In any case in which a
specific provision of law provides for a non-Fed-
eral interest to receive credit toward the non-
Federal share of the cost of a study for, or con-
struction or operation and maintenance of, a
water resources project, the specific provision of
law shall apply instead of this paragraph.’.

(b) NON-FEDERAL INTEREST.—Section 221(b) of
such Act is amended to read as follows:

““(b) DEFINITION OF NON-FEDERAL INTEREST.—
The term ‘non-Federal interest’ means—

“(1) a legally constituted public body (includ-
ing a federally recognized Indian tribe); or

““(2) a nonprofit entity with the consent of the
affected local government,
that has full authority and capability to per-
form the terms of its agreement and to pay dam-
ages, if necessary, in the event of failure to per-
form.”.

(¢) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION.—Section 221 of
such Act is further amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub-
section (h); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-
lowing:

‘““(e) DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY.—Not later
than June 30, 2008, the Secretary shall issue
policies and guidelines for partnership agree-
ments that delegate to the district engineers, at
a minimum—

‘(1) the authority to approve any policy in a
partnership agreement that has appeared in an
agreement previously approved by the Secretary;

““(2) the authority to approve any policy in a
partnership agreement the specific terms of
which are dictated by law or by a final feasi-
bility study, final environmental impact state-
ment, or other final decision document for a
water resources project;

““(3) the authority to approve any partnership
agreement that complies with the policies and
guidelines issued by the Secretary; and

‘““(4) the authority to sign any partnership
agreement for any water resources project un-
less, within 30 days of the date of authorization
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of the project, the Secretary notifies the district
engineer in which the project will be carried out
that the Secretary wishes to retain the preroga-
tive to sign the partnership agreement for that
project.

“(f) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 2
years after the date of enactment of this sub-
section, and every year thereafter, the Secretary
shall submit to Congress a report detailing the
following:

““(1) The number of partnership agreements
signed by district engineers and the number of
partnership agreements signed by the Secretary.

““(2) For any partnership agreement signed by
the Secretary, an explanation of why delegation
to the district engineer was not appropriate.

““(g) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—Not later than
120 days after the date of enactment of this sub-
section, the Chief of Engineers shall—

‘(1) ensure that each district engineer has
made available to the public, including on the
Internet, all partnership agreements entered
into under this section within the preceding 10
years and all partnership agreements for water
resources projects currently being carried out in
that district; and

“(2) make each partnership agreement entered
into after such date of enactment available to
the public, including on the Internet, not later
than 7 days after the date on which such agree-
ment is entered into.”’.

(d) LocAL COOPERATION.—Section 912(b) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(101 Stat. 4190) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking ‘‘shall’’ the first place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘“‘may’’; and

(B) by striking the last sentence; and

(2) in paragraph (4)—

(4) by inserting after ‘‘injunction, for’ the
following: “‘payment of damages or, for’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘to collect a civil penalty im-
posed under this section,”’; and

(C) by striking ‘“‘any civil penalty imposed
under this section,” and inserting ‘“‘any dam-
ages,”’.

(e) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made by
subsections (a), (b), and (d) only apply to part-
nership agreements entered into after the date
of enactment of this Act; except that, at the re-
quest of a non-Federal interest for a project, the
district engineer for the district in which the
project is located may amend a project partner-
ship agreement entered into on or before such
date and wunder which construction on the
project has not been initiated as of such date of
enactment for the purpose of incorporating such
amendments.

(f) AGREEMENTS AND REFERENCES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A goal of agreements entered
into under section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b) shall be to further
partnership and cooperation, and the agree-
ments shall be referred to as “‘partnership agree-
ments’’.

(2) REFERENCES TO COOPERATION AGREE-
MENTS.—Any reference in a law, regulation,
document, or other paper of the United States to
a ‘“‘cooperation agreement’’ or ‘‘project coopera-
tion agreement’’ shall be deemed to be a ref-
erence to a ‘‘partnership agreement’” or a
“‘project partnership agreement’’, respectively.

(3) REFERENCES TO PARTNERSHIP AGREE-
MENTS.—Any reference to a ‘‘partnership agree-
ment’ or ‘‘project partnership agreement’’ in
this Act (other than this section) shall be
deemed to be a reference to a ‘‘cooperation
agreement’ or a ‘‘project cooperation agree-
ment’’, respectively.

SEC. 2004. COMPILATION OF LAWS.

(a) COMPILATION OF LAWS ENACTED AFTER
NOVEMBER 8, 1966.—The Secretary and the
Chief of Engineers shall prepare a compilation
of the laws of the United States relating to the
improvement of rivers and harbors, flood dam-
age reduction, beach and shoreline erosion, hur-
ricane and storm damage reduction, ecosystem
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and environmental restoration, and other water
resources development enacted after November 8,
1966, and before January 1, 2008, and have such
compilation printed for the use of the Depart-
ment of the Army, Congress, and the general
public.

(b) REPRINT OF LAWS ENACTED BEFORE NO-
VEMBER 8, 1966.—The Secretary shall have the
volumes containing the laws referred to in sub-
section (a) enacted before November 8, 1966, re-
printed.

(c) INDEX.—The Secretary shall include an
index in each volume compiled, and each volume
reprinted, pursuant to this section.

(d) CONGRESSIONAL COPIES.—Not later than
April 1, 2008, the Secretary shall transmit at
least 25 copies of each volume compiled, and of
each volume reprinted, pursuant to this section
to each of the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Environment and Public
Works of the Senate.

(e) AVAILABILITY.—The Secretary shall ensure
that each volume compiled, and each volume re-
printed, pursuant to this section are available
through electronic means, including on the
Internet.

SEC. 2005. DREDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL.

Section 217 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2326a) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d);

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing:

““(c) DREDGED MATERIAL FACILITY.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may enter
into a partnership agreement under section 221
of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C.
1962d-5b) with one or more non-Federal inter-
ests with respect to a water resources project, or
group of water resources projects within a geo-
graphic region, if appropriate, for the acquisi-
tion, design, construction, management, or oper-
ation of a dredged material processing, treat-
ment, contaminant reduction, or disposal facil-
ity (including any facility used to demonstrate
potential beneficial uses of dredged material,
which may include effective sediment contami-
nant reduction technologies) using funds pro-
vided in whole or in part by the Federal Govern-
ment.

‘““(2) PERFORMANCE.—Omne or more of the par-
ties to a partnership agreement under this sub-
section may perform the acquisition, design,
construction, management, or operation of a
dredged material processing, treatment, con-
taminant reduction, or disposal facility.

‘““(3) MULTIPLE PROJECTS.—If appropriate, the
Secretary may combine portions of separate
water resources projects with appropriate com-
bined cost-sharing among the various water re-
sources projects in a partnership agreement for
a facility under this subsection if the facility
serves to manage dredged material from multiple
water resources projects located in the geo-
graphic region of the facility.

““(4) SPECIFIED FEDERAL FUNDING SOURCES AND
COST SHARING.—

‘““(A) SPECIFIED FEDERAL FUNDING.—A part-
nership agreement with respect to a facility
under this subsection shall specify—

‘(i) the Federal funding sources and com-
bined cost-sharing when applicable to multiple
water resources projects; and

‘“(ii) the responsibilities and risks of each of
the parties relating to present and future
dredged material managed by the facility.

“(B) MANAGEMENT OF SEDIMENTS.—

‘““(¢i) IN GENERAL.—A partnership agreement
under this subsection may include the manage-
ment of sediments from the maintenance dredg-
ing of Federal water resources projects that do
not have partnership agreements.

““(ii) PAYMENTS.—A partnership agreement
under this subsection may allow the non-Fed-
eral interest to receive reimbursable payments
from the Federal Government for commitments
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made by the non-Federal interest for disposal or
placement capacity at dredged material proc-
essing, treatment, contaminant reduction, or
disposal facilities.

‘““(C) CREDIT.—A partnership agreement under
this subsection may allow costs incurred by the
non-Federal interest before execution of the
partnership agreement to be credited in accord-
ance with section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b).

““(5) CREDIT.—

‘“(A) EFFECT ON EXISTING AGREEMENTS.—
Nothing in this subsection supersedes or modi-
fies an agreement in effect on the date of enact-
ment of this paragraph between the Federal
Government and any non-Federal interest for
the cost-sharing, construction, and operation
and maintenance of a water resources project.

‘““(B) CREDIT FOR FUNDS.—Subject to the ap-
proval of the Secretary and in accordance with
law (including regulations and policies) in effect
on the date of enactment of this paragraph, a
non-Federal interest for a water resources
project may receive credit for funds provided for
the acquisition, design, construction, manage-
ment, or operation of a dredged material proc-
essing, treatment, contaminant reduction, or
disposal facility to the extent the facility is used
to manage dredged material from the project.

“(C) NON-FEDERAL INTEREST RESPONSIBIL-
ITIES.—A mon-Federal interest entering into a
partnership agreement under this subsection for
a facility shall—

‘(i) be responsible for providing all necessary
lands, easements, relocations, and rights-of-way
associated with the facility; and

“‘(ii) receive credit toward the mnon-Federal
share of the cost of the project with respect to
which the agreement is being entered into for
those items.”’; and

(3) in paragraphs (1) and (2)(A) of subsection
(d) (as redesignated by paragraph (1))—

(4) by inserting ‘“‘and maintenance’’ after
“‘operation’’ each place it appears; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘processing, treatment, con-
taminant reduction, or’’ after ‘‘dredged mate-
rial’’ the first place it appears in each of those
paragraphs.

SEC. 2006. REMOTE AND SUBSISTENCE HARBORS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In conducting a study of
harbor and navigation improvements, the Sec-
retary may recommend a project without the
need to demonstrate that the project is justified
solely by national economic development bene-
fits if the Secretary determines that—

(1)(A) the community to be served by the
project is at least 70 miles from the nearest sur-
face accessible commercial port and has no di-
rect rail or highway link to another community
served by a surface accessible port or harbor; or

(B) the project would be located in the State
of Hawaii, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
Guam, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mar-
iana Islands, the United States Virgin Islands,
or American Samoa;

(2) the harbor is economically critical such
that over 80 percent of the goods transported
through the harbor would be consumed within
the community served by the harbor and navi-
gation improvement; and

(3) the long-term viability of the community
would be threatened without the harbor and
navigation improvement.

(b) JUSTIFICATION.—In considering whether to
recommend a project under subsection (a), the
Secretary shall consider the benefits of the
project to—

(1) public health and safety of the local com-
munity, including access to facilities designed to
protect public health and safety;

(2) access to natural resources for subsistence
purposes;

(3) local and regional economic opportunities;

(4) welfare of the local population; and

(5) social and cultural value to the commu-
nity.

SEC. 2007. USE OF OTHER FEDERAL FUNDS.

The non-Federal interest for a water resources

study or project may use, and the Secretary
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shall accept, funds provided by a Federal agen-
cy under any other Federal program, to satisfy,
in whole or in part, the non-Federal share of
the cost of the study or project if the Federal
agency that provides the funds determines that
the funds are authorized to be used to carry out
the study or project.

SEC. 2008. REVISION OF PROJECT PARTNERSHIP

AGREEMENT; COST SHARING.

(a) FEDERAL ALLOCATION.—Upon authoriza-
tion by law of an increase in the maximum
amount of Federal funds that may be allocated
for a water resources project or an increase in
the total cost of a water resources project au-
thorized to be carried out by the Secretary, the
Secretary shall enter into a revised partnership
agreement for the project to take into account
the change in Federal participation in the
project.

(b) COST SHARING.—An increase in the max-
imum amount of Federal funds that may be allo-
cated for a water resources project, or an in-
crease in the total cost of a water resources
project, authoriced to be carried out by the Sec-
retary shall not affect any cost-sharing require-
ment applicable to the project.

(c) COST ESTIMATES.—The estimated Federal
and mnon-Federal costs of water resources
projects authorized to be carried out by the Sec-
retary before, on, or after the date of enactment
of this Act are for informational purposes only
and shall not be interpreted as affecting the
cost-sharing responsibilities established by law.
SEC. 2009. EXPEDITED ACTIONS FOR EMERGENCY

FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION.

The Secretary shall expedite any authorized
planning, design, and construction of any
project for flood damage reduction for an area
that, within the preceding 5 years, has been
subject to flooding that resulted in the loss of
life and caused damage of sufficient severity
and magnitude to warrant a declaration of a
major disaster by the President under the Robert
T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.).

SEC. 2010. WATERSHED AND RIVER BASIN AS-
SESSMENTS.

Section 729 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2267a; 114 Stat. 2587—
2588; 100 Stat. 4164) is amended—

(1) in subsection (d)—

(A) by striking “‘and’ at the end of paragraph
(4);

(B) by striking the period at the end of para-
graph (5) and inserting a semicolon; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

“(6) Tuscarawas River Basin, Ohio;

“(7) Sauk River Basin, Snohomish and Skagit
Counties, Washington;

“(8) Niagara River Basin, New York;

““(9) Genesee River Basin, New York; and

““(10) White River Basin, Arkansas and Mis-
souri.”’;

(2) by striking paragraph (1) of subsection (f)
and inserting the following:

‘“(1) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal
share of the costs of an assessment carried out
under this section on or after December 11, 2000,
shall be 25 percent.”’; and

(3) by striking subsection (g).

SEC. 2011. TRIBAL PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM.

(a) PROGRAM.—Section 203(b) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 2000 (33 U.S.C.
2269(b); 114 Stat. 2589) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1) by inserting ‘‘carry out
water-related planning activities and’ after
“the Secretary may’’;

(2) in paragraph (1)(B) by inserting after
“Code” the following: ‘‘, and including lands
that are within the jurisdictional area of an
Oklahoma Indian tribe, as determined by the
Secretary of the Interior, and are recognized by
the Secretary of the Interior as eligible for trust
land status under part 151 of title 25, Code of
Federal Regulations’’; and

(3) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking “‘and’ at the end of subpara-
graph (4);
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(B) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as sub-
paragraph (C); and

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the
following:

‘“(B) watershed assessments and planning ac-
tivities; and’’.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 203(e) of such Act is amended by striking
‘2006’ and inserting ‘‘2012°°.

SEC. 2012. WILDFIRE FIREFIGHTING.

Section 309 of Public Law 102-154 (42 U.S.C.
1856a-1; 105 Stat. 1034) is amended by inserting
“‘the Secretary of the Army,” after ‘‘the Sec-
retary of Energy,’’.

SEC. 2013. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.

Section 22 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-16) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subsection (a) by striking ‘“The Sec-
retary’’ and inserting the following:

‘“(a) FEDERAL STATE COOPERATION.—

““(1) COMPREHENSIVE PLANS.—The Secretary’’;

(2) by inserting after the last sentence in sub-
section (a) the following:

““(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—At the request of a govern-
mental agency or non-Federal interest, the Sec-
retary may provide, at Federal expense, tech-
nical assistance to such agency or non-Federal
interest in managing water resources.

“(B) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.—Technical assist-
ance under this paragraph may include provi-
sion and integration of hydrologic, economic,
and environmental data and analyses.’’;

(3) in subsection (b)(1) by striking ‘‘this sec-
tion’’ each place it appears and inserting ‘‘sub-
section (a)(1)’;

(4) in subsection (b)(2) by striking “‘Up to Y2 of
the’’ and inserting ‘“‘“The’’;

(5) in subsection (c) by striking ‘‘(c) There is”’
and inserting the following:

““(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

‘(1) FEDERAL AND STATE COOPERATION.—
There is’’;

(6) in subsection (c)(1) (as designated by para-
graph (5))—

(A) by striking ‘‘the provisions of this section’
and inserting ‘‘subsection (a)(1),”’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘3500,000° and

$2,000,000°’;

(7) by inserting at the end of subsection (c)
the following:

““(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—There is author-
iced to be appropriated $5,000,000 annually to
carry out subsection (a)(2), of which not more
than $2,000,000 annually may be used by the
Secretary to enter into cooperative agreements
with nonprofit organizations to provide assist-
ance to rural and small communities.’’;

(8) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (e); and

(9) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing:

“(d) ANNUAL SUBMISSION OF PROPOSED AcC-
TIVITIES.—Concurrent with the President’s sub-
mission to Congress of the President’s request
for appropriations for the Civil Works Program
for a fiscal year, the Secretary shall submit to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works of the Senate a report describing the indi-
vidual activities proposed for funding under
subsection (a)(1) for that fiscal year.”.

SEC. 2014. LAKES PROGRAM.

Section 602(a) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4148; 110 Stat. 3758;
113 Stat. 295) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘and’ at end of paragraph
(18);

(2) by striking the period at the end of para-
graph (19) and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

““(20) Kinkaid Lake, Jackson County, Illinois,
removal of silt and aquatic growth and meas-
ures to address excessive sedimentation;

‘“(21) McCarter Pond, Borough of Fairhaven,
New Jersey, removal of silt and measures to ad-
dress water quality;

inserting
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““(22) Rogers Pond, Franklin Township, New
Jersey, removal of silt and restoration of struc-
tural integrity;

““(23) Greenwood Lake, New York and New
Jersey, removal of silt and aquatic growth;

‘“(24) Lake Rodgers, Creedmoor, North Caro-
lina, removal of silt and excessive nutrients and
restoration of structural integrity;

‘““(25) Lake Sakakawea, North Dakota, re-
moval of silt and aquatic growth and measures
to address excessive sedimentation;

““(26) Lake Luxembourg, Pennsylvania;

“(27) Lake Fairlee, Vermont, removal of silt
and aquatic growth and measures to address ex-
cessive sedimentation; and

‘““(28) Lake Morley, Vermont, removal of silt
and aquatic growth and measures to address ex-
cessive sedimentation.”.

SEC. 2015. COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of expe-
diting the cost-effective design and construction
of wetlands restoration that is part of an au-
thorized water resources project, the Secretary
may enter into cooperative agreements under
section 6305 of title 31, United States Code, with
nonprofit organizations with expertise in wet-
lands restoration to carry out such design and
construction on behalf of the Secretary.

(b) LIMITATIONS.—

(1) PER PROJECT LIMIT.—A cooperative agree-
ment under this section may mnot obligate the
Secretary to pay the nonprofit organization
more than $1,000,000 for any single wetlands res-
toration project.

(2) ANNUAL LIMIT.—The total value of work
carried out under cooperative agreements under
this section may not exceed $5,000,000 in any fis-
cal year.

SEC. 2016. TRAINING FUNDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may include
individuals not employed by the Department of
the Army in training classes and courses offered
by the Corps of Engineers in any case in which
the Secretary determines that it is in the best in-
terest of the Federal Govermment to include
those individuals as participants.

(b) EXPENSES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—An individual not employed
by the Department of the Army attending a
training class or course described in subsection
(a) shall pay the full cost of the training pro-
vided to the individual.

(2) PAYMENTS.—Payments made by an indi-
vidual for training received under paragraph
(1), up to the actual cost of the training—

(4) may be retained by the Secretary;

(B) shall be credited to an appropriations ac-
count used for paying training costs; and

(C) shall be available for use by the Secretary,
without further appropriation, for training pur-
poses.

(3) EXCESS AMOUNTS.—Any payments received
under paragraph (2) that are in excess of the ac-
tual cost of training provided shall be credited
as miscellaneous receipts to the Treasury of the
United States.

SEC. 2017. ACCESS TO WATER RESOURCE DATA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry
out a program to provide public access to water
resources and related water quality data in the
custody of the Corps of Engineers.

(b) DATA.—Public access under subsection (a)
shall—

(1) include, at a minimum, access to data gen-
erated in water resources project development
and regulation under section 404 of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1344);
and

(2) appropriately employ geographic informa-
tion system technology and linkages to water re-
source models and analytical techniques.

(c) PARTNERSHIPS.—To the maximum extent
practicable, in carrying out activities under this
section, the Secretary shall develop partner-
ships, including cooperative agreements, with
State, tribal, and local governments and other
Federal agencies.
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(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $3,000,000 for each fiscal year.
SEC. 2018. SHORE PROTECTION PROJECTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with the Act
of July 3, 1930 (33 U.S.C. 426), and notwith-
standing administrative actions, it is the policy
of the United States to promote beach nourish-
ment for the purposes of flood damage reduction
and hurricane and storm damage reduction and
related research that encourage the protection,
restoration, and enhancement of sandy beaches,
including beach restoration and periodic beach
renourishment for a period of 50 years, on a
comprehensive and coordinated basis by the
Federal Government, States, localities, and pri-
vate enterprises.

(b) PREFERENCE.—In carrying out the policy
under subsection (a), preference shall be given
to—

(1) areas in which there has been a Federal
investment of funds for the purposes described
in subsection (a); and

(2) areas with respect to which the meed for
prevention or mitigation of damage to shores
and beaches is attributable to Federal naviga-
tion projects or other Federal activities.

(c) APPLICABILITY.—The Secretary shall apply
the policy under subsection (a) to each shore
protection and beach renourishment project (in-
cluding shore protection and beach renourish-
ment projects constructed before the date of en-
actment of this Act).

SEC. 2019. ABILITY TO PAY.

(a) CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES.—Section
103(m)(2) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213(m)(2)) is amended by
striking ‘180 days after such date of enact-
ment’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2007’.

(b) PROJECTS.—The Secretary shall apply the
criteria and procedures referred to in section
103(m) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213(m)) to the following
projects:

(1) ST. JOHNS BAYOU AND NEW MADRID
FLOODWAY, MISSOURI.—The project for flood
control, St. Johns Bayou and New Madrid
Floodway, Missouri, authorized by section
401(a) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (100 Stat. 4118).

(2) LOWER RIO GRANDE BASIN, TEXAS.—The
project for flood control, Lower Rio Grande
Basin, Texas, authorized by section 401(a) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (100
Stat. 4125).

(3) WEST VIRGINIA AND  PENNSYLVANIA
PROJECTS.—The projects for flood control au-
thorized by section 581 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3790-3791).
SEC. 2020. AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM AND ESTUARY

RESTORATION.

Section 206 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2330; 110 Stat. 3679)
is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting the
following:

“(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may carry
out a project to restore and protect an aquatic
ecosystem or estuary if the Secretary determines
that the project—

“(A)(i) will improve the quality of the envi-
ronment and is in the public interest; or

“(ii) will improve the elements and features of
an estuary (as defined in section 103 of the Es-
tuaries and Clean Waters Act of 2000 (33 U.S.C.
2902)); and

“(B) is cost-effective.

““(2) DAM REMOVAL.—A project under this sec-
tion may include removal of a dam.”’; and

(2) in subsection (e) by striking ‘$25,000,000”’
and inserting ‘‘$50,000,000”.

SEC. 2021. SMALL FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION

PROJECTS.
Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948
(33 U.S.C. 701s) is amended by striking

$50,000,000”° and inserting ‘“$55,000,000".
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SEC. 2022. SMALL RIVER AND HARBOR IMPROVE-
MENT PROJECTS.

Section 107(b) of the River and Harbor Act of
1960 (33 U.S.C. 577(b)) is amended by striking
“$4,000,000" and inserting ‘37,000,000 .

SEC. 2023. PROTECTION OF HIGHWAYS, BRIDGE
APPROACHES, PUBLIC WORKS, AND
NONPROFIT PUBLIC SERVICES.

Section 14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946 (33
U.S.C. 701r) is amended by striking ‘31,000,000’
and inserting ‘‘$1,500,000”’.

SEC. 2024. MODIFICATION OF PROJECTS FOR IM-
PROVEMENT OF THE QUALITY OF
THE ENVIRONMENT.

Section 1135(h) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2309a(h)) is
amended by striking ‘‘$25,000,000°° and inserting
‘$40,000,000.

SEC. 2025. REMEDIATION OF ABANDONED MINE
SITES.

Section 560(f) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1999 (33 U.S.C. 2336(f)) is amended
by  striking 87,500,000 and  inserting
“‘$20,000,000°°.

SEC. 2026. LEASING AUTHORITY.

Section 4 of the Act entitled “An Act author-
izing the construction of certain public works on
rivers and harbors for flood control, and other
purposes’’, approved December 22, 1944 (16
U.S.C. 460d), is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘federally recognized Indian
tribes and’’ before ‘‘Federal’ the first place it
appears;

(2) by inserting ‘‘Indian tribes or’’ after “‘con-
siderations, to such’’; and

(3) by inserting ‘‘federally recognized Indian
tribe’’ after “That in any such lease or license
toa’.

SEC. 2027. FISCAL TRANSPARENCY REPORT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—On the third Tuesday of
January of each year beginning January 2008,
the Chief of Engineers shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works of the
Senate and the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the House of Representa-
tives a report on—

(1) the expenditures by the Corps for the pre-
ceding fiscal year and estimated expenditures by
the Corps for the current fiscal year; and

(2) for projects and activities that are not
scheduled for completion in the current fiscal
year, the estimated expenditures by the Corps
necessary in the following fiscal year for each
project or activity to maintain the same level of
effort being achieved in the current fiscal year.

(b) CONTENTS.—In addition to the information
described in subsection (a), the report shall con-
tain a detailed accounting of the following in-
formation:

(1) With respect to activities carried out with
funding provided under the Construction appro-
priations account for the Secretary, information
on—

(A) projects currently under construction, in-
cluding—

(i) allocations to date;

(ii) the number of years remaining to complete
construction;

(iii) the estimated annual Federal cost to
maintain that construction schedule; and

(iv) a list of projects the Corps of Engineers
erpects to complete during the current fiscal
year; and

(B) projects for which there is a signed part-
nership agreement and completed planning, en-
gineering, and design, including—

(i) the number of years the project is expected
to require for completion; and

(ii) estimated annual Federal cost to maintain
that construction schedule.

(2) With respect to operation and maintenance
of the inland and intracoastal waterways iden-
tified by section 206 of the Inland Waterways
Revenue Act of 1978 (33 U.S.C. 1804)—

(A) the estimated annual cost to maintain
each waterway for the authorized reach and at
the authorized depth;
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(B) the estimated annual cost of operation
and maintenance of locks and dams to ensure
navigation without interruption; and

(C) the actual expenditures to maintain each
waterway.

(3) With respect to activities carried out with
funding provided under the Investigations ap-
propriations account for the Secretary—

(A) the number of active studies;

(B) the number of completed studies not yet
authoriced for construction;

(C) the number of initiated studies; and

(D) the number of studies expected to be com-
pleted during the fiscal year.

(4) Funding received and estimates of funds to
be received for interagency and international
support activities under section 234 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C.
2323a).

(5) Recreation fees and lease payments.

(6) Hydropower and water storage receipts.

(7) Deposits into the Inland Waterways Trust
Fund and the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund.

(8) Other revenues and fees collected by the
Corps of Engineers.

(9) With respect to permit applications and
notifications, a list of individual permit applica-
tions and nationwide permit notifications, in-
cluding—

(A) the date on which each permit application
is filed;

(B) the date on which each permit application
is determined to be complete;

(C) the date on which any permit application
is withdrawn,; and

(D) the date on which the Corps of Engineers
grants or denies each permit.

(10) With respect to projects that are author-
ized but for which construction is not complete,
a list of such projects for which no funds have
been allocated for the 5 preceding fiscal years,
including, for each project—

(A) the authorization date;

(B) the last allocation date;

(C) the percentage of construction completed;

(D) the estimated cost remaining until comple-
tion of the project; and

(E) a brief explanation of the reasons for the
delay.

SEC. 2028. SUPPORT OF ARMY CIVIL WORKS PRO-
GRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section
2361 of title 10, United States Code, the Sec-
retary may provide assistance through con-
tracts, cooperative agreements, and grants to—

(1) the University of Tennessee, Knozxville,
Tennessee, for establishment and operation of
the Southeastern Water Resources Institute to
study sustainable development and utilization
of water resources in the southeastern United
States;

(2) Lewis and Clark Community College, Illi-
nois, for the Great Rivers National Research
and Education Center (including facilities that
have been or will be constructed at one or more
locations in the vicinity of the confluence of the
Illinois River, the Missouri River, and the Mis-
sissippi River), a collaborative effort of Lewis
and Clark Community College, the University of
Illinois, the Illinois Department of Natural Re-
sources and Environmental Sciences, and other
entities, for the study of river ecology, devel-
oping watershed and river management strate-
gies, and educating students and the public on
river issues; and

(3) the University of Texas at Dallas for sup-
port and operation of the International Center
for Decision and Risk Analysis to study risk
analysis and control methods for transboundary
water resources management in the south-
western United States and other international
water resources management problems.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary to carry out subsection (a)(1)
$2,000,000, to carry out subsection (a)(2)
$2,000,000, and to carry out subsection (a)(3)
$5,000,000.
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SEC. 2029. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON CRITERIA
FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
OF HARBOR DREDGING PROJECTS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the following:

(1) Insufficient maintenance dredging results
in inefficient water transportation and harmful
economic consequences.

(2) The estimated dredging backlog at commer-
cial harbors in the Great Lakes alone is
16,000,000 cubic yards.

(3) Approximately two-thirds of all shipping
in the United States either starts or finishes at
small harbors.

(4) Small harbors often have a greater propor-
tional impact on local economies than do larger
harbors.

(5) Performance metrics can be valuable tools
in the budget process for water resources
projects.

(6) The use of a single performance metric for
water resources projects can result in a budget
biased against small and rural communities.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the operations and maintenance
budget of the Corps of Engineers should reflect
the use of all available economic data, rather
than a single performance metric.

SEC. 2030. INTERAGENCY AND INTERNATIONAL
SUPPORT AUTHORITY.

Section 234 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2323a) is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting the
following:

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may engage
in activities (including contracting) in support
of other Federal agencies, international organi-
zations, or foreign governments to address prob-
lems of national significance to the United
States.”’;

(2) in subsection (b) by striking ‘‘Secretary of
State’” and inserting ‘‘Department of State’’;
and

(3) in subsection (d)—

(A) by striking ‘$250,000 for fiscal year 2001’
and inserting ‘“$1,000,000 for fiscal year 2008’;
and

(B) by striking ‘‘or international organiza-
tions”’ and inserting ¢, international organiza-
tions, or foreign governments’’.

SEC. 2031. WATER RESOURCES PRINCIPLES AND
GUIDELINES.

(a) NATIONAL WATER RESOURCES PLANNING
PoLicy.—It is the policy of the United States
that all water resources projects should reflect
national priorities, encourage economic develop-
ment, and protect the environment by—

(1) seeking to maximize sustainable economic
development;

(2) seeking to avoid the wunwise use of
floodplains and flood-prone areas and mini-
mizing adverse impacts and vulnerabilities in
any case in which a floodplain or flood-prone
area must be used; and

(3) protecting and restoring the functions of
natural systems and mitigating any unavoidable
damage to natural systems.

(b) PRINCIPLES AND GUIDELINES.—

(1) PRINCIPLES AND GUIDELINES DEFINED.—In
this subsection, the term ‘“‘principles and guide-
lines”’ means the principles and guidelines con-
tained in the document prepared by the Water
Resources Council pursuant to section 103 of the
Water Resources Planning Act (42 U.S.C. 1962a—
2), entitled ‘‘Economic and Environmental Prin-
ciples and Guidelines for Water and Related
Land Resources Implementation Studies’, and
dated March 10, 1983.

(2) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall issue revisions, consistent with paragraph
(3), to the principles and guidelines for use by
the Secretary in the formulation, evaluation,
and implementation of water resources projects.

(3) CONSIDERATIONS.—In developing revisions
to the principles and guidelines under para-
graph (2), the Secretary shall evaluate the con-
sistency of the principles and guidelines with,
and ensure that the principles and guidelines
address, the following:
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(A) The use of best available economic prin-
ciples and analytical techniques, including tech-
niques in risk and uncertainty analysis.

(B) The assessment and incorporation of pub-
lic safety in the formulation of alternatives and
recommended plans.

(C) Assessment methods that reflect the value
of projects for low-income communities and
projects that use monstructural approaches to
water resources development and management.

(D) The assessment and evaluation of the
interaction of a project with other water re-
sources projects and programs within a region
or watershed.

(E) The use of contemporary water resources
paradigms, including integrated water resources
management and adaptive management.

(F) Evaluation methods that ensure that
water resources projects are justified by public
benefits.

(4) CONSULTATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPA-
TION.—In carrying out paragraph (2), the Sec-
retary shall—

(A) consult with the Secretary of the Interior,
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of
Commerce, the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development, the Secretary of Transportation,
the Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, the Secretary of Energy, the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security, the National
Academy of Sciences, and the Council on Envi-
ronmental Quality; and

(B) solicit and consider public and expert com-
ments.

(5) PUBLICATION.—The Secretary shall—

(A) submit to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure of
the House of Representatives copies of—

(i) the revisions to the principles and guide-
lines for use by the Secretary; and

(ii) an explanation of the intent of each revi-
sion, how each revision is consistent with this
section, and the probable impact of each revi-
sion on water resources projects carried out by
the Secretary; and

(B) make the revisions to the principles and
guidelines for use by the Secretary available to
the public, including on the Internet.

(6) EFrECT.—Subject to the requirements of
this subsection, the principles and guidelines as
revised under this subsection shall apply to
water resources projects carried out by the Sec-
retary instead of the principles and guidelines
for such projects in effect on the day before date
of enactment of this Act.

(7) APPLICABILITY.—After the date of issuance
of the revisions to the principles and guidelines,
the revisions shall apply—

(4) to all water resources projects carried out
by the Secretary, other than projects for which
the Secretary has commenced a feasibility study
before the date of such issuance;

(B) at the request of a non-Federal interest, to
a water resources project for which the Sec-
retary has commenced a feasibility study before
the date of such issuance; and

(C) to the reevaluation or modification of a
water resources project, other than a reevalua-
tion or modification that has been commenced
by the Secretary before the date of such
issuance.

(8) EXISTING STUDIES.—Revisions to the prin-
ciples and guidelines issued under paragraph (2)
shall not affect the validity of any completed
study of a water resources project.

(9) RECOMMENDATION.—Upon completion of
the revisions to the principles and guidelines for
use by the Secretary, the Secretary shall make a
recommendation to Congress as to the advis-
ability of repealing subsections (a) and (b) of
section 80 of the Water Resources Development
Act 0of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-17).

SEC. 2032. WATER RESOURCE PRIORITIES RE-
PORT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years after
the date of enactment of this Act, the President
shall submit to Congress a report describing the
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vulnerability of the United States to damage
from flooding, including—

(1) the risk to human life;

(2) the risk to property; and

(3) the comparative risks faced by different re-
gions of the United States.

(b) INCLUSIONS.—The report under subsection
(a) shall include—

(1) an assessment of the extent to which pro-
grams in the United States relating to flooding
address flood risk reduction priorities;

(2) the extent to which those programs may be
encouraging development and economic activity
in flood-prone areas;

(3) recommendations for improving those pro-
grams with respect to reducing and responding
to flood risks; and

(4) proposals
ommendations.
SEC. 2033. PLANNING.

(a) MATTERS TO BE ADDRESSED IN PLAN-
NING.—Section 904 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2281) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking “‘Enhancing’’ and inserting the
following:

‘““(a) IN GENERAL.—Enhancing’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

““(b) ASSESSMENTS.—For all feasibility reports
for water resources projects completed after De-
cember 31, 2007, the Secretary shall assess
whether—

‘(1) the water resources project and each sep-
arable element is cost-effective; and

““(2) the water resources project complies with
Federal, State, and local laws (including regula-
tions) and public policies.”.

(b) PLANNING PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS.—The
Chief of Engineers—

(1) shall adopt a risk analysis approach to
project cost estimates for water resources
projects; and

(2) not later than one year after the date of
enactment of this Act, shall—

(4) issue procedures for risk analysis for cost
estimation for water resources projects; and

(B) submit to Congress a report that includes
any recommended amendments to section 902 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(33 U.S.C. 2280).

(¢) BENCHMARKS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 12 months
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Chief of Engineers shall establish benchmarks
for determining the length of time it should take
to conduct a feasibility study for a water re-
sources project and its associated review process
under the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). The Chief of Engi-
neers shall use such benchmarks as a manage-
ment tool to make the feasibility study process
more efficient in all districts of the Corps of En-
gineers.

(2) BENCHMARK GOALS.—The Chief of Engi-
neers shall establish, to the extent practicable,
under paragraph (1) benchmark goals for com-
pletion of feasibility studies for water resources
projects generally within 2 years. In the case of
feasibility studies that the Chief of Engineers
determines may require additional time based on
the project type, size, cost, or complexity, the
benchmark goal for completion shall be gen-
erally within 4 years.

(d) CALCULATION OF BENEFITS AND COSTS FOR
FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECTS.—A feasi-
bility study for a project for flood damage re-
duction shall include, as part of the calculation
of benefits and costs—

(1) a calculation of the residual risk of flood-
ing following completion of the proposed project;

(2) a calculation of the residual risk of loss of
human life and residual risk to human safety
following completion of the proposed project;

(3) a calculation of any upstream or down-
stream impacts of the proposed project; and

(4) calculations to ensure that the benefits
and costs associated with structural and non-

for the rec-

implementing

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

structural alternatives are evaluated in an equi-
table manner.

(e) CENTERS OF SPECIALIZED PLANNING EXPER-
TISE.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary may es-
tablish centers of expertise to provide specialized
planning expertise for water resources projects
to be carried out by the Secretary in order to en-
hance and supplement the capabilities of the
districts of the Corps of Engineers.

(2) DUTIES.—A center of expertise established
under this subsection shall—

(4) provide technical and managerial assist-
ance to district commanders of the Corps of En-
gineers for project planning, development, and
implementation;

(B) provide agency peer reviews of new major
scientific, engineering, or economic methods,
models, or analyses that will be used to support
decisions of the Secretary with respect to feasi-
bility studies for water resources projects;

(C) provide support for independent peer re-
view panels under section 2034; and

(D) carry out such other duties as are pre-
scribed by the Secretary.

(f) COMPLETION OF CORPS OF ENGINEERS RE-
PORTS.—

(1) ALTERNATIVES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Feasibility and other studies
and assessments for a water resources project
shall include recommendations for alter-
natives—

(i) that, as determined in coordination with
the non-Federal interest for the project, promote
integrated water resources management; and

(ii) for which the non-Federal interest is will-
ing to provide the non-Federal share for the
studies or assessments.

(B) CONSTRAINTS.—The alternatives contained
in studies and assessments described in subpara-
graph (A) shall not be constrained by budgetary
or other policy.

(C) REPORTS OF CHIEF OF ENGINEERS.—The re-
ports of the Chief of Engineers shall identify
any recommendation that is not the best tech-
nical solution to water resource needs and prob-
lems and the reason for the deviation.

(2) REPORT COMPLETION.—The completion of a
report of the Chief of Engineers for a water re-
sources project—

(A) shall not be delayed while consideration is
being given to potential changes in policy or pri-
ority for project consideration; and

(B) shall be submitted, on completion, to—

(i) the Committee on Environment and Public
Works of the Senate; and

(ii) the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure of the House of Representatives.

(9) COMPLETION REVIEW.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-
graph (2), not later than 120 days after the date
of completion of a report of the Chief of Engi-
neers that recommends to Congress a water re-
sources project, the Secretary shall—

(A) review the report; and

(B) provide any recommendations of the Sec-
retary regarding the water resources project to
Congress.

(2) PRIOR REPORTS.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, with re-
spect to any report of the Chief of Engineers
recommending a water resources project that is
complete prior to the date of enactment of this
Act, the Secretary shall complete review of, and
provide recommendations to Congress for, the
report in accordance with paragraph (1).

SEC. 2034. INDEPENDENT PEER REVIEW.

(a) PROJECT STUDIES SUBJECT TO INDE-
PENDENT PEER REVIEW.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Project studies shall be sub-
ject to a peer review by an independent panel of
experts as determined under this section.

(2) SCOPE.—The peer review may include a re-
view of the economic and environmental as-
sumptions and projections, project evaluation
data, economic analyses, environmental anal-
yses, engineering analyses, formulation of alter-
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native plans, methods for integrating risk and
uncertainty, models used in evaluation of eco-
nomic or environmental impacts of proposed
projects, and any biological opinions of the
project study.

(3) PROJECT STUDIES SUBJECT TO PEER RE-
VIEW.—

(A) MANDATORY.—A project study shall be
subject to peer review under paragraph (1) if—

(i) the project has an estimated total cost of
more than $45,000,000, including mitigation
costs, and is not determined by the Chief of En-
gineers to be exempt from peer review under
paragraph (6);

(ii) the Governor of an affected State requests
a peer review by an independent panel of ex-
perts; or

(iii) the Chief of Engineers determines that the
project study is controversial considering the
factors set forth in paragraph (4).

(B) DISCRETIONARY.—

(i) AGENCY REQUEST.—A project study shall be
considered by the Chief of Engineers for peer re-
view under this section if the head of a Federal
or State agency charged with reviewing the
project study determines that the project is like-
ly to have a significant adverse impact on envi-
ronmental, cultural, or other resources under
the jurisdiction of the agency after implementa-
tion of proposed mitigation plans and requests a
peer review by an independent panel of experts.

(ii) DEADLINE FOR DECISION.—A decision of
the Chief of Engineers under this subparagraph
whether to conduct a peer review shall be made
within 21 days of the date of receipt of the re-
quest by the head of the Federal or State agency
under clause (i).

(iii) REASONS FOR NOT CONDUCTING PEER RE-
VIEW.—If the Chief of Engineers decides not to
conduct a peer review following a request under
clause (i), the Chief shall make publicly avail-
able, including on the Internet, the reasons for
not conducting the peer review.

(iv) APPEAL TO CHAIRMAN OF COUNCIL ON EN-
VIRONMENTAL QUALITY.—A decision by the Chief
of Engineers not to conduct a peer review fol-
lowing a request under clause (i) shall be subject
to appeal by a person referred to in clause (i) to
the Chairman of the Council on Environmental
Quality if such appeal is made within the 30-
day period following the date of the decision
being made available under clause (iii). A deci-
sion of the Chairman on an appeal under this
clause shall be made within 30 days of the date
of the appeal.

(4) FACTORS TO CONSIDER.—In determining
whether a project study is controversial under
paragraph (3)(A)(iii), the Chief of Engineers
shall consider if—

(A) there is a significant public dispute as to
the size, nature, or effects of the project; or

(B) there is a significant public dispute as to
the economic or environmental costs or benefits
of the project.

(5) PROJECT STUDIES EXCLUDED FROM PEER RE-
VIEW.—The Chief of Engineers may exclude a
project study from peer review under paragraph
(1)—

(A) if the project study does not include an
environmental impact statement and is a project
study subject to peer review under paragraph
(3)(A)(i) that the Chief of Engineers deter-
mines—

(i) is not controversial;

(ii) has no more than negligible adverse im-
pacts on scarce or unique cultural, historic, or
tribal resources;

(iii) has no substantial adverse impacts on
fish and wildlife species and their habitat prior
to the implementation of mitigation measures;
and

(iv) has, before implementation of mitigation
measures, no more than a negligible adverse im-
pact on a species listed as endangered or threat-
ened species under the Endangered Species Act
of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) or the critical
habitat of such species designated under such
Act;
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(B) if the project study—

(i) involves only the rehabilitation or replace-
ment of existing hydropower turbines, lock
structures, or flood control gates within the
same footprint and for the same purpose as an
existing water resources project;

(ii) is for an activity for which there is ample
experience within the Corps of Engineers and
industry to treat the activity as being routine;
and

(iii) has minimal life safety risk; or

(C) if the project study does not include an
environmental impact statement and is a project
study pursued under section 205 of the Flood
Control Act of 1948 (33 U.S.C. 701s), section 2 of
the Flood Control Act of August 28, 1937 (33
U.S.C. 701g), section 14 of the Flood Control Act
of 1946 (33 U.S.C. 701r), section 107(a) of the
River and Harbor Act of 1960 (33 U.S.C. 577(a)),
section 3 of the Act entitled ‘“An Act author-
izing Federal participation in the cost of pro-
tecting the shores of publicly owned property’’,
approved August 13, 1946 (33 U.S.C. 426g), sec-
tion 111 of the River and Harbor Act of 1968 (33
U.S.C. 426i), section 3 of the Act entitled “‘An
Act authoricing the construction, repair, and
preservation of certain public works on rivers
and harbors, and for other purposes’’, approved
March 2, 1945 (33 U.S.C. 603a), section 1135 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(33 U.S.C. 2309a), or section 206 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C.
2330).

(6) DETERMINATION OF TOTAL COST.—For pur-
poses of determining the estimated total cost of
a project under paragraph (3)(4), the total cost
shall be based upon the reasonable estimates of
the Chief of Engineers at the completion of the
reconnaissance study for the project. If the rea-
sonable estimate of total costs is subsequently
determined to be in excess of the amount in
paragraph (3)(A), the Chief of Engineers shall
make a determination whether a project study is
required to be reviewed under this section.

(b) TIMING OF PEER REVIEW.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chief of Engineers shall
determine the timing of a peer review of a
project study under subsection (a). In all cases,
the peer review shall occur during the period be-
ginning on the date of the signing of the feasi-
bility cost-sharing agreement for the study and
ending on the date established under subsection
(e)(1)(A) for the peer review and shall be accom-
plished concurrent with the conducting of the
project study.

(2) FACTORS TO CONSIDER.—In any case in
which the Chief of Engineers has not initiated a
peer review of a project study, the Chief of En-
gineers shall consider, at a minimum, whether to
initiate a peer review at the time that—

(4) the without-project conditions are identi-
fied;

(B) the array of alternatives to be considered
are identified; and

(C) the preferred alternative is identified.

(3) LIMITATION ON MULTIPLE PEER REVIEW.—
Nothing in this subsection shall be construed to
require the Chief of Engineers to conduct mul-
tiple peer reviews for a project study.

(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF PANELS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—For each project study sub-
ject to peer review under subsection (a), as soon
as practicable after the Chief of Engineers deter-
mines that a project study will be subject to peer
review, the Chief of Engineers shall contract
with the National Academy of Sciences or a
similar independent scientific and technical ad-
visory organiczation or an eligible organization
to establish a panel of experts to conduct a peer
review for the project study.

(2) MEMBERSHIP.—A panel of experts estab-
lished for a project study wunder this section
shall be composed of independent experts who
represent a balance of areas of expertise suitable
for the review being conducted.

(3) LIMITATION ON APPOINTMENTS.—The Na-
tional Academy of Sciences or any other organi-
zation the Chief of Engineers contracts with
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under paragraph (1) to establish a panel of ex-
perts shall apply the National Academy of
Science’s policy for selecting committee members
to ensure that members selected for the panel of
experts have nmo conflict with the project being
reviewed.

4) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.—Upon
identification of a project study for peer review
under this section, but prior to initiation of the
review, the Chief of Engineers shall notify the
Committee on Environment and Public Works of
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the review.

(d) DUTIES OF PANELS.—A panel of experts es-
tablished for a peer review for a project study
under this section shall—

(1) conduct the peer review for the project
study;

(2) assess the adequacy and acceptability of
the economic, engineering, and environmental
methods, models, and analyses used by the
Chief of Engineers;

(3) receive from the Chief of Engineers the
public written and oral comments provided to
the Chief of Engineers;

(4) provide timely written and oral comments
to the Chief of Engineers throughout the devel-
opment of the project study, as requested; and

(5) submit to the Chief of Engineers a final re-
port containing the panel’s economic, engineer-
ing, and environmental analysis of the project
study, including the panel’s assessment of the
adequacy and acceptability of the economic, en-
gineering, and environmental methods, models,
and analyses used by the Chief of Engineers, to
accompany the publication of the report of the
Chief of Engineers for the project.

(e) DURATION OF PROJECT STUDY PEER RE-
VIEWS.—

(1) DEADLINE.—A panel of experts established
under this section shall—

(A) complete its peer review under this section
for a project study and submit a report to the
Chief of Engineers under subsection (d)(5) not
movre than 60 days after the last day of the pub-
lic comment period for the draft project study,
or, if the Chief of Engineers determines that a
longer period of time is necessary, such period of
time determined necessary by the Chief of Engi-
neers; and

(B) terminate on the date of initiation of the
State and agency review required by the first
section of the Flood Control Act of December 22,
1944 (58 Stat. 887).

(2) FAILURE TO MEET DEADLINE.—If a panel of
experts does not complete its peer review of a
project study under this section and submit a re-
port to the Chief of Engineers under subsection
(d)(5) on or before the deadline established by
paragraph (1) for the peer review, the Chief of
Engineers shall complete the project study with-
out delay.

(f) RECOMMENDATIONS OF PANEL.—

(1) CONSIDERATION BY THE CHIEF OF ENGI-
NEERS.—After receiving a report on a project
study from a panel of experts under this section
and before entering a final record of decision for
the project, the Chief of Engineers shall con-
sider any recommendations contained in the re-
port and prepare a written response for any rec-
ommendations adopted or not adopted.

(2) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY AND TRANSMITTAL TO
CONGRESS.—After receiving a report on a project
study from a panel of experts under this section,
the Chief of Engineers shall—

(A) make a copy of the report and any written
response of the Chief of Engineers on rec-
ommendations contained in the report available
to the public by electronic means, including the
Internet; and

(B) transmit to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure of
the House of Representatives a copy of the re-
port, together with any such written response,
on the date of a final report of the Chief of En-
gineers or other final decision document for the
project study.
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(g) COSTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The costs of a panel of ex-
perts established for a peer review under this
section—

(A4) shall be a Federal expense; and

(B) shall not exceed $500,000.

(2) WAIVER.—The Chief of Engineers may
waive the $500,000 limitation contained in para-
graph (1)(B) in cases that the Chief of Engineers
determines appropriate.

(h) APPLICABILITY.—This section shall apply
to—

(1) project studies initiated during the 2-year
period preceding the date of enactment of this
Act and for which the array of alternatives to
be considered has not been identified; and

(2) project studies initiated during the period
beginning on such date of enactment and end-
ing 7 years after such date of enactment.

(i) REPORTS.—

(1) INITIAL REPORT.—Not later than 3 years
after the date of enactment of this section, the
Chief of Engineers shall submit to the Committee
on Environment and Public Works of the Senate
and the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure of the House of Representatives a
report on the implementation of this section.

(2) ADDITIONAL REPORT.—Not later than 6
years after the date of enactment of this section,
the Chief of Engineers shall update the report
under paragraph (1) taking into account any
further information on implementation of this
section and submit such updated report to the
Committee on Environment and Public Works of
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

() NONAPPLICABILITY OF FACA.—The Federal
Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall
not apply to a peer review panel established
under this section.

(k) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed to affect any authority of the
Chief of Engineers to cause or conduct a peer
review of a water resources project exristing on
the date of enactment of this section.

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this section,
lowing definitions apply:

(1) PROJECT STUDY.—The term ‘‘project study’’
means—

(A) a feasibility study or reevaluation study
for a water resources project, including the en-
vironmental impact statement prepared for the
study; and

(B) any other study associated with a modi-
fication of a water resources project that in-
cludes an environmental impact statement, in-
cluding the environmental impact statement pre-
pared for the study.

(2) AFFECTED STATE.—The term ‘‘affected
State’’, as used with respect to a water resources
project, means a State all or a portion of which
is within the drainage basin in which the
project is or would be located and would be eco-
nomically or environmentally affected as a con-
sequence of the project.

(3) ELIGIBLE ORGANIZATION.—The term ‘‘eligi-
ble organization’ means an organization that—

(A) is described in section 501(c)(3), and ex-
empt from Federal taxr under section 501(a), of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986;

(B) is independent;

(C) is free from conflicts of interest;

(D) does mot carry out or advocate for or
against Federal water resources projects; and

(E) has experience in establishing and admin-
istering peer review panels.

(4) TOTAL CcOST.—The term ‘‘total cost”’, as
used with respect to a water resources project,
means the cost of construction (including plan-
ning and designing) of the project. In the case
of a project for hurricane and storm damage re-
duction or flood damage reduction that includes
periodic nourishment over the life of the project,
the term includes the total cost of the nourish-
ment.

SEC. 2035. SAFETY ASSURANCE REVIEW.

(a) PROJECTS SUBJECT TO SAFETY ASSURANCE

REVIEW.—The Chief of Engineers shall ensure

the fol-
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that the design and construction activities for
hurricane and storm damage reduction and
flood damage reduction projects are reviewed by
independent experts under this section if the
Chief of Engineers determines that a review by
independent experts is necessary to assure pub-
lic health, safety, and welfare.

(b) FACTORS.—In determining whether a re-
view of design and construction of a project is
necessary under this section, the Chief of Engi-
neers shall consider whether—

(1) the failure of the project would pose a sig-
nificant threat to human life;

(2) the project involves the use of innovative
materials or techniques;

(3) the project design lacks redundancy; or

(4) the project has a unique construction se-
quencing or a reduced or overlapping design
construction schedule.

(c) SAFETY ASSURANCE REVIEW.—

(1) INITIATION OF REVIEW.—At the appropriate
point in the development of detailed engineering
and design specifications for each water re-
sources project subject to review under this sec-
tion, the Chief of Engineers shall initiate a safe-
ty assurance review by independent experts on
the design and construction activities for the
project.

(2) SELECTION OF REVIEWERS.—A safety assur-
ance review under this section shall include par-
ticipation by experts selected by the Chief of En-
gineers from among individuals who are distin-
guished experts in engineering, hydrology, or
other appropriate disciplines. The Chief of Engi-
neers shall apply the National Academy of
Science’s policy for selecting reviewers to ensure
that reviewers have no conflict of interest with
the project being reviewed.

(3) COMPENSATION.—An individual serving as
an independent reviewer under this section shall
be compensated at a rate of pay to be deter-
mined by the Secretary and shall be allowed
travel expenses.

(d) SCOPE OF SAFETY ASSURANCE REVIEWS.—A
safety assurance review under this section shall
include a review of the design and construction
activities prior to the initiation of physical con-
struction and periodically thereafter until con-
struction activities are completed on a regular
schedule sufficient to inform the Chief of Engi-
neers on the adequacy, appropriateness, and ac-
ceptability of the design and construction activi-
ties for the purpose of assuring public health,
safety, and welfare. The Chief of Engineers
shall ensure that reviews under this section do
not create any unnecessary delays in design and
construction activities.

(e) SAFETY ASSURANCE REVIEW RECORD.—The
written recommendations of a reviewer or panel
of reviewers under this section and the re-
sponses of the Chief of Engineers shall be avail-
able to the public, including through electronic
means on the Internet.

(f) APPLICABILITY.—This section shall apply
to any project in design or under construction
on the date of enactment of this Act and to any
project with respect to which design or construc-
tion is initiated during the period beginning on
the date of enactment of this Act and ending 7
years after such date of enactment.

SEC. 2036. MITIGATION FOR FISH AND WILDLIFE
AND WETLANDS LOSSES.

(a) MITIGATION FOR FISH AND WILDLIFE
LoSSES.—Section 906(d) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2283(d)) is
amended—

(1) in the first sentence of paragraph (1) by
striking ‘‘to the Congress” and inserting ‘‘to
Congress in any report, and shall not select a
project alternative in any report,”’;

(2) in the second sentence of paragraph (1) by
inserting ‘‘, and other habitat types are miti-
gated to not less than in-kind conditions’’ after
“mitigated in-kind’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

““(3) MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—To mitigate losses to flood
damage reduction capabilities and fish and
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wildlife resulting from a water resources project,
the Secretary shall ensure that the mitigation
plan for each water resources project complies
with the mitigation standards and policies es-
tablished pursuant to the regulatory programs
administered by the Secretary.

“(B) INCLUSIONS.—A specific mitigation plan
for a water resources project under paragraph
(1) shall include, at a minimum—

“(i) a plan for monitoring the implementation
and ecological success of each mitigation meas-
ure, including the cost and duration of any
monitoring, and, to the extent practicable, a
designation of the entities that will be respon-
sible for the monitoring;

““(ii) the criteria for ecological success by
which the mitigation will be evaluated and de-
termined to be successful based on replacement
of lost functions and values of the habitat, in-
cluding hydrologic and vegetative characteris-
tics;

““(iii) a description of the land and interests in
land to be acquired for the mitigation plan and
the basis for a determination that the land and
interests are available for acquisition;

“(iv) a description of—

“(I) the types and amount of restoration ac-
tivities to be conducted;

“(11) the physical action to be undertaken to
achieve the mitigation objectives within the wa-
tershed in which such losses occur and, in any
case in which the mitigation will occur outside
the watershed, a detailed explanation for under-
taking the mitigation outside the watershed;
and

“(I11) the functions and values that will re-
sult from the mitigation plan; and

“(v) a contingency plan for taking corrective
actions in cases in which monitoring dem-
onstrates that mitigation measures are mnot
achieving ecological success in accordance with
criteria under clause (ii).

“(C) RESPONSIBILITY FOR MONITORING.—In
any case in which it is not practicable to iden-
tify in a mitigation plan for a water resources
project the entity responsible for monitoring at
the time of a final report of the Chief of Engi-
neers or other final decision document for the
project, such entity shall be identified in the
partnership agreement entered into with the
non-Federal interest under section 221 of Flood
Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b).

““(4) DETERMINATION OF SUCCESS.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—A mitigation plan under
this subsection shall be considered to be success-
ful at the time at which the criteria under para-
graph (3)(B)(ii) are achieved under the plan, as
determined by monitoring under paragraph
(3)(B)(i).

““(B) CONSULTATION.—In determining whether
a mitigation plan is successful under subpara-
graph (4), the Secretary shall consult annually
with appropriate Federal agencies and each
State in which the applicable project is located
on at least the following:

““(i) The ecological success of the mitigation as
of the date on which the report is submitted.

“(ii) The likelihood that the mitigation will
achieve ecological success, as defined in the
mitigation plan.

“‘(iii) The projected timeline for achieving that
success.

“(iv) Any recommendations for improving the
likelihood of success.

““(5)  MONITORING.—Mitigation  monitoring
shall continue until it has been demonstrated
that the mitigation has met the ecological suc-
cess criteria.”’.

(b) STATUS REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Concurrent with the Presi-
dent’s submission to Congress of the President’s
request for appropriations for the Civil Works
Program for a fiscal year, the Secretary shall
submit to the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Environment and Public
Works of the Senate a report on the status of
construction of projects that require mitigation
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under section 906 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2283), the status of
such mitigation, and the results of the consulta-
tion under subsection (d)(4)(B) of such section.

(2) PROJECTS INCLUDED.—The status report
shall include the status of—

(A) all projects that are under construction as
of the date of the report;

(B) all projects for which the President re-
quests funding for the next fiscal year; and

(C) all projects that have undergone or com-
pleted construction, but have not completed the
mitigation required under section 906 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986.

(3) AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION.—The Sec-
retary shall make information contained in the
status report available to the public, including
on the Internet.

(c¢) WETLANDS MITIGATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out a water re-
sources project that involves wetlands mitiga-
tion and that has impacts that occur within the
service area of a mitigation bank, the Secretary,
where appropriate, shall first consider the use of
the mitigation bank if the bank contains suffi-
cient available credits to offset the impact and
the bank is approved in accordance with the
Federal Guidance for the Establishment, Use
and Operation of Mitigation Banks (60 Fed.
Reg. 58605) or other applicable Federal law (in-
cluding regulations).

(2) SERVICE AREA.—To the maximum extent
practicable, the service area of the mitigation
bank under paragraph (1) shall be in the same
watershed as the affected habitat.

(3) RESPONSIBILITY FOR MONITORING.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Purchase of credits from a
mitigation bank for a water resources project re-
lieves the Secretary and the non-Federal inter-
est from responsibility for monitoring or dem-
onstrating mitigation success.

(B) APPLICABILITY.—The velief of responsi-
bility under subparagraph (A) applies only in
any case in which the Secretary determines that
monitoring of mitigation success is being con-
ducted by the Secretary or by the owner or oper-
ator of the mitigation bank.

SEC. 2037. REGIONAL SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 204 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1992 (33 U.S.C. 2326)
is amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 204. REGIONAL SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—

‘(1) SEDIMENT USE.—For sediment obtained
through the construction, operation, or mainte-
nance of an authoriced Federal water resources
project, the Secretary shall develop, at Federal
expense, regional sediment management plans
and carry out projects at locations identified in
plans developed under this section, or identified
jointly by the non-Federal interest and the Sec-
retary, for use in the construction, repair, modi-
fication, or rehabilitation of projects associated
with Federal water resources projects for pur-
poses listed in paragraph (3).

‘““(2) COOPERATION.—The Secretary shall de-
velop plans under this subsection in cooperation
with the appropriate Federal, State, regional,
and local agencies.

““(3) PURPOSES FOR SEDIMENT USE IN
PROJECTS.—The purposes of using sediment for
the construction, repair, modification, or reha-
bilitation of Federal water resources projects
are—

““(A) to reduce storm damage to property;

‘““(B) to protect, restore, and create aquatic
and ecologically related habitats, including wet-
lands; and

“(C) to transport and place suitable sediment.

““(b) SECRETARIAL FINDINGS.—Subject to sub-
section (c), projects carried out under subsection
(a) may be carried out in any case in which the
Secretary finds that—

‘““(1) the environmental, economic, and social
benefits of the project, both monetary and non-
monetary, justify the cost of the project; and

““(2) the project will not result in environ-
mental degradation.
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““(c) DETERMINATION OF PROJECT COSTS.—

‘(1) COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Costs associated with con-
struction of a project under this section or iden-
tified in a regional sediment management plan
shall be limited solely to construction costs that
are in excess of the costs necessary to carry out
the dredging for construction, operation, or
maintenance of an authoriced Federal water re-
sources project in the most cost-effective way,
consistent with economic, engineering, and en-
vironmental criteria.

“(B) COST SHARING.—

‘““(¢i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
clause (ii), the non-Federal share of the con-
struction cost of a project under this section
shall be determined as provided in subsections
(a) through (d) of section 103 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
2213).

““(ii) SPECIAL RULE.—Construction of a project
under this section for one or more of the pur-
poses of protection, restoration, or creation of
aquatic and ecologically related habitat, the
cost of which does mot exceed $750,000 and
which is located in a disadvantaged community
as determined by the Secretary, may be carried
out at Federal expense.

“(C) ToTAL coST.—The total Federal costs as-
sociated with construction of a project under
this section may not exceed $5,000,000.

““(2) OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, REPLACEMENT,
AND REHABILITATION COSTS.—Operation, mainte-
nance, replacement, and rehabilitation costs as-
sociated with a project under this section are
the responsibility of the non-Federal interest.

‘“(d) SELECTION OF DREDGED MATERIAL DIS-
POSAL METHOD FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PUR-
POSES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In developing and carrying
out a Federal water resources project involving
the disposal of dredged material, the Secretary
may select, with the consent of the non-Federal
interest, a disposal method that is not the least
cost option if the Secretary determines that the
incremental costs of the disposal method are
reasonable in relation to the environmental ben-
efits, including the benefits to the aquatic envi-
ronment to be derived from the creation of wet-
lands and control of shoreline erosion.

‘“(2) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of
such incremental costs shall be determined in
accordance with subsection (c).

‘““(e) STATE AND REGIONAL PLANS.—The Sec-
retary may—

‘(1) cooperate with any State in the prepara-
tion of a comprehensive State or regional sedi-
ment management plan within the boundaries of
the State;

““(2) encourage State participation in the im-
plementation of the plan; and

“(3) submit to Congress reports and rec-
ommendations with respect to appropriate Fed-
eral participation in carrying out the plan.

‘“(f) PRIORITY AREAS.—In carrying out this
section, the Secretary shall give priority to a re-
gional sediment management project in the vi-
cinity of each of the following:

‘(1) Little Rock Slackwater Harbor, Arkansas.

‘“(2) Fletcher Cove, California.

“(3) Egmont Key, Florida.

““(4) Calcasieu Ship Channel, Louisiana.

“(5) Delaware River Estuary, New Jersey and
Pennsylvania.

‘““(6) Fire Island Inlet, Suffolk County, New
York.

“(7) Smith Point Park Pavilion and the TWA
Flight 800 Memorial, Brookhaven, New York.

““(8) Morehead City, North Carolina.

“(9) Toledo Harbor, Lucas County, Ohio.

““(10) Galveston Bay, Texas.

‘(11) Benson Beach, Washington.

“(9) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $30,000,000 per fiscal year, of
which not more than $5,000,000 per fiscal year
may be used for the development of regional
sediment management plans authorized by sub-
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section (e) and of which not more than
33,000,000 per fiscal year may be used for con-
struction of projects to which subsection
(c)(1)(B)(ii) applies. Such funds shall remain
available until expended.’’.

(b) CONFORMING REPEAL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 145 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1976 (33 U.S.C. 4267)
is repealed.

(2) EXISTING PROJECTS.—The Secretary may
complete any project being carried out under
section 145 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1976 on the day before the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

SEC. 2038. NATIONAL SHORELINE EROSION CON-
TROL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3 of the Act entitled
“An Act authorizing Federal participation in
the cost of protecting the shores of publicly
owned property’’, approved August 13, 1946 (33
U.S.C. 426g), is amended to read as follows:
“SEC. 3. STORM AND HURRICANE RESTORATION

AND IMPACT MINIMIZATION PRO-

GRAM.
“(a) CONSTRUCTION OF SMALL SHORE AND
BEACH  RESTORATION  AND  PROTECTION
PROJECTS.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may carry
out a program for the construction of small
shore and beach restoration and protection
projects not specifically authorized by Congress
that otherwise comply with the first section of
this Act if the Secretary determines that such
construction is advisable.

““(2) LOCAL COOPERATION.—The local coopera-
tion requirement of the first section of this Act
shall apply to a project under this section.

“(3) COMPLETENESS.—A project under this
subsection—

““(A) shall be complete; and

““(B) shall not commit the United States to
any additional improvement to ensure the suc-
cessful operation of the project; except for par-
ticipation in periodic beach nourishment in ac-
cordance with—

‘(i) the first section of this Act; and

‘“(ii) the procedure for projects authorized
after submission of a survey report.

“(b) NATIONAL SHORELINE EROSION CONTROL
DEVELOPMENT  AND  DEMONSTRATION  PRO-
GRAM.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct under the program authorized by sub-
section (a) a national shoreline erosion control
development and demonstration program (re-
ferred to in this section as the ‘demonstration
program’).

“(2) REQUIREMENTS.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The demonstration pro-
gram shall include provisions for—

‘(i) projects consisting of planning, design,
construction, and monitoring of prototype engi-
neered and native and naturalized vegetative
shoreline erosion control devices and methods;

“‘(it) monitoring of the applicable prototypes;

“‘(iii) detailed engineering and environmental
reports on the results of each project carried out
under the demonstraton program; and

“(iv) technology transfers, as appropriate, to
private property owners, State and local enti-
ties, monprofit educational institutions, and
nongovernmental organizations.

‘“(B) DETERMINATION OF FEASIBILITY.—A
project under the demonstration program shall
not be carried out until the Secretary determines
that the project is feasible.

“(C) EMPHASIS.—A project under the dem-
onstration program shall emphasize, to the max-
imum extent practicable—

‘(i) the development and demonstration of in-
novative technologies;

“‘(ii) efficient designs to prevent erosion at a
shoreline site, taking into account the lifecycle
cost of the design, including cleanup, mainte-
nance, and amortization;

“(iii)) mew and enhanced shore protection
project design and project formulation tools the
purposes of which are to improve the physical
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performance, and lower the lifecycle costs, of
the projects;

“(iv) natural designs, including the use of na-
tive and naturaliced vegetation or temporary
structures that minimice permanent structural
alterations to the shoreline;

‘““(v) the avoidance of negative impacts to ad-
jacent shorefront communities;

“(vi) in areas with substantial residential or
commercial interests located adjacent to the
shoreline, designs that do not impair the aes-
thetic appeal of the interests;

“‘(vii) the potential for long-term protection
afforded by the technology; and

““(viii) recommendations developed from eval-
uations of the program established under the
Shoreline Erosion Control Demonstration Act of
1974 (42 U.S.C. 1962-5 note), including—

“(I) adequate consideration of the subgrade;

“(1I) proper filtration;

‘“(I11) durable components;

‘“(1V) adequate connection between units; and

‘“(V) consideration of additional relevant in-
formation.

“(D) SITES.—

‘““(¢i) IN GENERAL.—Each project under the
demonstration program may be carried out at—

‘“(I) a privately owned site with substantial
public access; or

‘“(11) a publicly owned site on open coast or in
tidal waters.

““(ii) SELECTION.—The Secretary shall develop
criteria for the selection of sites for projects
under the demonstration program, including cri-
teria based on—

“(1) a variety of geographic and climatic con-
ditions;

‘“(II) the size of the population that is depend-
ent on the beaches for recreation or the protec-
tion of private property or public infrastructure;

‘““(II1) the rate of erosion;

“(IV) significant natural resources or habitats
and environmentally sensitive areas; and

(V) significant threatened historic structures
or landmarks.

““(3) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall
carry out the demonstration program in con-
sultation with—

““(A) the Secretary of Agriculture, particularly
with respect to native and naturalized vegeta-
tive means of preventing and controlling shore-
line erosion;

‘““(B) Federal, State, and local agencies;

“(C) private organizations;

‘““(D) the Coastal Engineering Research Center
established by the first section of Public Law 88—
172 (33 U.S.C. 426-1); and

‘“(E) applicable university research facilities.

“(4) COMPLETION OF DEMONSTRATION.—After
carrying out the initial construction and eval-
uation of the performance and cost of a project
under the demonstration program, the Secretary
may—

‘“(A) amend, at the request of a non-Federal
interest of the project, the partnership agree-
ment for a federally authorized shore protection
project in existence on the date on which initial
construction of the project under the demonstra-
tion program 1is complete to incorporate the
project constructed under the demonstration
program as a feature of the shore protection
project, with the future cost sharing of the
project constructed under the demonstration
program to be determined by the project pur-
poses of the shore protection project; or

‘““(B) transfer all interest in and responsibility
for the completed project constructed under the
demonstration program to a non-Federal inter-
est or another Federal agency.

‘““(5) AGREEMENTS.—The Secretary may enter
into a partnership agreement with the non-Fed-
eral interest or a cooperative agreement with the
head of another Federal agency under the dem-
onstration program—

‘““(A) to share the costs of construction, oper-
ation, maintenance, and monitoring of a project
under the demonstration program;

‘“‘(B) to share the costs of removing the
project, or element of the project if the Secretary
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determines that the project or element of the
project is detrimental to public or private prop-
erty, public infrastructure, or public safety; or

‘“(C) to specify ownership of the completed
project if the Secretary determines that the com-
pleted project will not be part of a Corps of En-
gineers project.

‘““(6) REPORT.—Not later than December 31,
2008, and every 3 years thereafter, the Secretary
shall prepare and submit to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works of the Senate
and the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure of the House of Representatives a
report describing—

““(A) the activities carried out and accomplish-
ments made under the demonstration program
since the previous report under this paragraph;
and

‘“‘(B) any recommendations of the Secretary
relating to the program.

“(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
the Secretary may expend, from any appropria-
tions made available to the Secretary for the
purpose of carrying out civil works, not more
than $30,000,000 during any fiscal year to pay
the Federal share of the costs of construction of
small shore and beach restoration and protec-
tion projects or small projects under this section.

““(2) LIMITATION.—The total amount expended
for a project under this section shall—

““(A) be sufficient to pay the cost of Federal
participation in the project (including periodic
nourishment as provided for under the first sec-
tion of this Act), as determined by the Secretary;
and

‘““(B) be not more than $5,000,000.°".

(b) REPEAL.—Section 5§ the Act entitled ‘“‘An
Act authoricing Federal participation in the
cost of protecting the shores of publicly owned
property’’, approved August 13, 1946 (33 U.S.C.
426h), is repealed.

SEC. 2039. MONITORING ECOSYSTEM RESTORA-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In conducting a feasibility
study for a project (or a component of a project)
for ecosystem restoration, the Secretary shall
ensure that the recommended project includes,
as an integral part of the project, a plan for
monitoring the success of the ecosystem restora-
tion.

(b) MONITORING PLAN.—The monitoring plan
shall—

(1) include a description of the monitoring ac-
tivities to be carried out, the criteria for eco-
system restoration success, and the estimated
cost and duration of the monitoring; and

(2) specify that the monitoring shall continue
until such time as the Secretary determines that
the criteria for ecosystem restoration success
will be met.

(c) COST SHARE.—For a period of 10 years
from completion of construction of a project (or
a component of a project) for ecosystem restora-
tion, the Secretary shall consider the cost of car-
rying out the monitoring as a project cost. If the
monitoring plan under subsection (b) requires
monitoring beyond the 10-year period, the cost
of monitoring shall be a non-Federal responsi-
bility.

SEC. 2040. ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION OF PERMIT
APPLICATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall implement a program to allow electronic
submission of permit applications for permits
under the jurisdiction of the Secretary.

(b) LIMITATIONS.—This section does not pre-
clude the submission of a physical copy.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $3,000,000.

SEC. 2041. PROJECT ADMINISTRATION.

(a) PROJECT TRACKING.—The Secretary shall
assign a unique tracking number to each water
resources project under the jurisdiction of the
Secretary to be used by each Federal agency
throughout the life of the project.
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(b) REPORT REPOSITORY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall provide
to the Library of Congress a copy of each final
feasibility study, final environmental impact
statement, final reevaluation report, record of
decision, and report to Congress prepared by the
Corps of Engineers.

(2) AVAILABILITY TO PUBLIC.—Each document
described in paragraph (1) shall be made avail-
able to the public, and an electronic copy of
each document shall be made permanently
available to the public through the Internet.
SEC. 2042. PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION.

Sections 101, 106, and 108 of the Energy and
Water Development Appropriations Act, 2006
(Public Law 109-103; 119 Stat. 2252-2254), are re-
pealed.

SEC. 2043. STUDIES AND REPORTS FOR WATER
RESOURCES PROJECTS.

(a) STUDIES.—

(1) COST-SHARING REQUIREMENTS.—Section
105(a) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2215(a)) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

“(3) DETAILED PROJECT REPORTS.—The re-
quirements of this subsection that apply to a
feasibility study also shall apply to a study that
results in a detailed project report, except that—

“(A) the first $100,000 of the costs of a study
that results in a detailed project report shall be
a Federal expense; and

“(B) paragraph (1)(C)(ii) shall not apply to
such a study.”’.

(2) PLANNING AND ENGINEERING.—Section
105(b) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 2215(b)) is amended
by striking ‘‘authorized by this Act’’.

(3) DEFINITIONS.—Section 105 of such Act (33
U.S.C. 2215) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘“(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol-
lowing definitions apply:

‘(1) DETAILED PROJECT REPORT.—The term
‘detailed project report’ means a report for a
project not specifically authorized by Congress
in law or otherwise that determines the feasi-
bility of the project with a level of detail appro-
priate to the scope and complexity of the rec-
ommended solution and sufficient to proceed di-
rectly to the preparation of contract plans and
specifications. The term includes any associated
environmental impact statement and mitigation
plan. For a project for which the Federal cost
does not exceed $1,000,000, the term includes a
planning and design analysis document.

““(2) FEASIBILITY STUDY.—The term ‘feasibility
study’ means a study that results in a feasibility
report under section 905, and any associated en-
vironmental impact statement and mitigation
plan, prepared by the Corps of Engineers for a
water resources project. The term includes a
study that results in a project implementation
report prepared under title VI of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2680—
2694), a general reevaluation report, and a lim-
ited reevaluation report.”.

(b) REPORTS.—

(1) PREPARATION.—Section 905(a) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
2282(a)) is amended—

(A4) by striking ‘““(a) In the case of any’ and
inserting the following:

“(a) PREPARATION OF REPORTS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘the Secretary, the Secretary
shall”’ and inserting ‘‘the Secretary that results
in recommendations concerning a project or the
operation of a project and that requires specific
authorization by Congress in law or otherwise,
the Secretary shall perform a reconnaissance
study and’’;

(C) by striking “‘Such feasibility report’ and
inserting the following:

““(2) CONTENTS OF FEASIBILITY REPORTS.—A
feasibility report’’;

(D) by striking ‘‘The feasibility report” and
inserting ‘‘A feasibility report’’; and

(E) by striking the last sentence and inserting
the following:
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“(3) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection shall
not apply to—

‘“(A) any study with respect to which a report
has been submitted to Congress before the date
of enactment of this Act;

“(B) any study for a project, which project is
authorized for construction by this Act and is
not subject to section 903(b);

‘“(C) any study for a project which does not
require specific authorication by Congress in
law or otherwise; and

“(D) general studies not intended to lead to
recommendation of a specific water resources
project.

““(4) FEASIBILITY REPORT DEFINED.—In this
subsection, the term ‘feasibility report’ means
each feasibility report, and any associated envi-
ronmental impact statement and mitigation
plan, prepared by the Corps of Engineers for a
water resources project. The term includes a
project implementation report prepared under
title VI of the Water Resources Development Act
of 2000 (114 Stat. 2680-2694), a general reevalua-
tion report, and a limited reevaluation report.”.

(2) PROJECTS NOT SPECIFICALLY AUTHORIZED
BY CONGRESS.—Section 905 of such Act is further
amended—

(A) in subsection (b) by inserting ‘‘RECONNAIS-
SANCE STUDIES.—’ before ‘‘Before initiating’’;

(B) by redesignating subsections (c), (d), and
(e) as subsections (d), (e), and (f), respectively;

(C) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing:

““(c) PROJECTS NOT SPECIFICALLY AUTHORIZED
BY CONGRESS.—In the case of any water re-
sources project-related study authorized to be
undertaken by the Secretary without specific
authorization by Congress in law or otherwise,
the Secretary shall prepare a detailed project re-

port.”’;
(D) in subsection (d) (as so redesignated) by
inserting ‘‘INDIAN TRIBES.—’’ before ‘‘For pur-

poses of”’; and

(E) in subsection (e) (as so redesignated) by
inserting ‘‘STANDARD AND UNIFORM PROCEDURES
AND PRACTICES.—’’ before ‘“The Secretary
shall’.

SEC. 2044. COORDINATION AND SCHEDULING OF
FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL AC-
TIONS.

(a) NOTICE OF INTENT.—Upon request of the
non-Federal interest in the form of a written no-
tice of intent to construct or modify a non-Fed-
eral water supply, wastewater infrastructure,
flood damage reduction, storm damage reduc-
tion, ecosystem restoration, or navigation
project that requires the approval of the Sec-
retary, the Secretary shall initiate, subject to
subsection (c), procedures to establish a sched-
ule for conmsolidating Federal, State, and local
agency and Indian tribe environmental assess-
ments, project reviews, and issuance of all per-
mits for the construction or modification of the
project. All States and Indian tribes having ju-
risdiction over the proposed project shall be in-
vited by the Secretary, but shall not be required,
to participate in carrying out this section with
respect to the project.

(b) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall seek,
to the extent practicable, to consolidate hearing
and comment periods, procedures for data col-
lection and report preparation, and the environ-
mental review and permitting processes associ-
ated with the project and related activities. The
Secretary shall notify, to the extent possible, the
non-Federal interest of its responsibilities for
data development and information that may be
necessary to process each permit required for the
project, including a schedule when the informa-
tion and data should be provided to the appro-
priate Federal, State, or local agency or Indian
tribe.

(c) CoSTS OF COORDINATION.—The costs in-
curred by the Secretary to establish and carry
out a schedule to consolidate Federal, State,
and local agency and Indian tribe environ-
mental assessments, project reviews, and permit
issuance for a project under this section shall be
paid by the non-Federal interest.
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(d) REPORT ON TIMESAVINGS METHODS.—Not
later than 3 years after the date of enactment of
this section, the Secretary shall prepare and
transmit to Congress a report estimating the
time required for the issuance of all Federal,
State, local, and tribal permits for the construc-
tion of mon-Federal projects for water supply,
wastewater infrastructure, flood damage reduc-
tion, storm damage reduction, ecosystem restora-
tion, and navigation.

SEC. 2045. PROJECT STREAMLINING.

(a) PoLicYy.—The benefits of water resources
projects are important to the Nation’s economy
and environment, and recommendations to Con-
gress regarding such projects should not be de-
layed due to uncoordinated or inefficient re-
views or the failure to timely resolve disputes
during the development of water resources
projects.

(b) ScorPE.—This section shall apply to each
study initiated after the date of enactment of
this Act to develop a feasibility report under sec-
tion 905 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2282), or a reevaluation
report, for a water resources project if the Sec-
retary determines that such study requires an
environmental impact statement under the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).

(c) WATER RESOURCES PROJECT REVIEW PROC-
ESS.—The Secretary shall develop and imple-
ment a coordinated review process for the devel-
opment of water resources projects.

(d) COORDINATED REVIEWS.—The coordinated
review process under this section may provide
that all reviews, analyses, opinions, permits, li-
censes, and approvals that must be issued or
made by a Federal, State, or local government
agency or Indian tribe for the development of a
water resources project described in subsection
(b) will be conducted, to the maximum extent
practicable, concurrently and completed within
a time period established by the Secretary in co-
operation with the agencies identified under
subsection (e) with respect to the project.

(e) IDENTIFICATION OF JURISDICTIONAL AGEN-
CIES.—With respect to the development of each
water resources project, the Secretary shall
identify, as soon as practicable, all Federal,
State, and local government agencies and In-
dian tribes that may—

(1) have jurisdiction over the project;

(2) be required by law to conduct or issue a re-
view, analysis, or opinion for the project; or

(3) be required to make a determination on
issuing a permit, license, or approval for the
project.

(f) STATE AUTHORITY.—If the coordinated re-
view process is being implemented under this
section by the Secretary with respect to the de-
velopment of a water resources project described
in subsection (b) within the boundaries of a
State, the State, consistent with State law, may
choose to participate in the process and to make
subject to the process all State agencies that—

(1) have jurisdiction over the project;

(2) are required to conduct or issue a review,
analysis, or opinion for the project; or

(3) are required to make a determination on
issuing a permit, license, or approval for the
project.

(9) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.—The
coordinated review process developed under this
section may be incorporated into a memorandum
of understanding for a water resources project
between the Secretary, the heads of Federal,
State, and local government agencies, Indian
tribes identified under subsection (e), and the
non-Federal interest for the project.

(h) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO MEET DEADLINE.—

(1) NOTIFICATION.—If the Secretary determines
that a Federal, State, or local government agen-
cy, Indian tribe, or non-Federal interest that is
participating in the coordinated review process
under this section with respect to the develop-
ment of a water resources project has not met a
deadline established under subsection (d) for the
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project, the Secretary shall notify, within 30
days of the date of such determination, the
agency, Indian tribe, or nmon-Federal interest
about the failure to meet the deadline.

(2) AGENCY REPORT.—Not later than 30 days
after the date of receipt of a notice under para-
graph (1), the Federal, State, or local govern-
ment agency, Indian tribe, or non-Federal inter-
est involved may submit a report to the Sec-
retary, explaining why the agency, Indian tribe,
or non-Federal interest did not meet the dead-
line and what actions it intends to take to com-
plete or issue the required review, analysis, or
opinion or determination on issuing a permit, li-
cense, or approval.

(3) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 30
days after the date of receipt of a report under
paragraph (2), the Secretary shall compile and
submit a report to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Committee on Environment and
Public Works of the Senate, and the Council on
Environmental Quality, describing any dead-
lines identified in paragraph (1), and any infor-
mation provided to the Secretary by the Federal,
State, or local government agency, Indian tribe,
or non-Federal interest involved under para-
graph (2).

(i) LIMITATIONS.—Nothing in this section shall
preempt or interfere with—

(1) any statutory requirement for seeking pub-
lic comment;

(2) any power, jurisdiction, or authority that
a Federal, State, or local government agency,
Indian tribe, or non-Federal interest has with
respect to carrying out a water resources
project; or

(3) any obligation to comply with the provi-
sions of the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 and the regulations issued by the Coun-
cil on Environmental Quality to carry out such
Act.

SEC. 2046. PROJECT DEAUTHORIZATION.

Section 1001(b)(2) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 579a(b)(2)) is
amended—

(1) in the first sentence—

(A) by striking ‘‘two years’” and inserting
“year’’; and

(B) by striking “‘7’’ and inserting “‘5°°;

(2) in the last sentence by striking ‘30 months
after the date’ and inserting ‘‘the last date of
the fiscal year following the fiscal year in
which’’; and

(3) in the last sentence by striking ‘‘such 30
month period’’ and inserting ‘‘such period’’.
SEC. 2047. FEDERAL HOPPER DREDGES.

(a) HOPPER DREDGE MCFARLAND.—Section 563
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(110 Stat. 3784) is amended to read as follows:
“SEC. 563. HOPPER DREDGE MCFARLAND.

“(a) PLACEMENT IN READY RESERVE STATUS.—
Not before October 1, 2009, and not after Decem-
ber 31, 2009, the Secretary shall—

‘(1) place the Federal hopper dredge McFar-
land (referred to in this section as the ‘vessel’)
in a ready reserve status; and

““(2) use the vessel solely for urgent and emer-
gency purposes in accordance with existing
emergency response protocols.

“(b) ROUTINE TESTS AND MAINTENANCE.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall periodi-
cally perform routine underway dredging tests
of the equipment (not to exceed 70 days per
year) of the vessel in a ready reserve status to
ensure the ability of the vessel to perform urgent
and emergency work.

““(2) MAINTENANCE.—The Secretary—

“(A) shall not assign any scheduled hopper
dredging work to the vessel other than dredging
tests in the Delaware River and Bay; but

“(B) shall perform any repairs, including any
asbestos abatement, necessary to maintain the
vessel in a ready reserve fully operational condi-
tion.

“(c) ACTIVE STATUS FOR DREDGING.—The Sec-
retary, in consultation with affected stake-
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holders, shall place the vessel in active status in
order to perform dredging work if the Secretary
determines that private industry has failed—

“(1) to submit a responsive and responsible bid
for work advertised by the Secretary; or

““(2) to carry out a project as required pPUrSU-
ant to a contract between the industry and the
Secretary.”’.

(b) HOPPER  DREDGES  ESSAYONS  AND
YAQUINA.—Section 3(c)(7)(B) of the Act of Au-
gust 11, 1888 (33 U.S.C. 622; 25 Stat. 423), is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“This subparagraph shall not apply to the Fed-
eral hopper dredges Essayons and Yaquina of
the Corps of Engineers.”’.

TITLE III—PROJECT-RELATED
PROVISIONS
SEC. 3001. BLACK WARRIOR-TOMBIGBEE RIVERS,
ALABAMA.

Section 111 of title I of division C of the Con-
solidated Appropriations Act, 2005 (118 Stat.
2944) is amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 111. BLACK WARRIOR-TOMBIGBEE RIVERS,
ALABAMA.

‘““(a) CONSTRUCTION OF NEW FACILITIES.—

““(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the fol-
lowing definitions apply:

‘““(A) EXISTING FACILITY.—The term ‘existing
facility’ means the administrative and mainte-
nance facility for the project for Black Warrior-
Tombigbee Rivers, Alabama, authorized by the
first section of the River and Harbor Appropria-
tions Act of July 5, 1884 (24 Stat. 141), in exist-
ence on the date of enactment of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 2007.

“(B) PARCEL.—The term ‘Parcel’ means the
land owned by the Corps of Engineers serving as
the operations and maintenance facility of the
Corps of Engineers in the city of Tuscaloosa,
Alabama, in existence on the date of enactment
of the Water Resources Development Act of 2007.

‘““(2) AUTHORIZATION.—In carrying out the
project for Black Warrior-Tombigbee Rivers,
Alabama, the Secretary is authorized, at Fed-
eral expense—

““(A) to purchase land on which the Secretary
may construct a mew maintenance facility for
the project, to be located—

“(i) at a different location from the existing
facility; and

““(ii) in the vicinity of the city of Tuscaloosa,
Alabama;

‘“‘(B) at any time during or after the comple-
tion of (and relocation to) the new maintenance
facility, to demolish the existing facility; and

““(C) to construct on the Parcel a new admin-
istrative facility for the project.

““(b) ACQUISITION AND DISPOSITION OF PROP-
ERTY.—The Secretary—

‘(1) may acquire any real property mecessary
for the construction of the new maintenance fa-
cility under subsection (a)(2)(4); and

““(2) shall convey to the city of Tuscaloosa fee
simple title in and to any portion of the Parcel
not required for construction of the new admin-
istrative facility wunder subsection (a)(2)(C)
through—

““(A) sale at fair market value;

‘““(B) exchange for city of Tuscaloosa owned
land on an acre-for-acre basis; or

‘“(C) any combination of a sale under sub-
paragraph (A) and an exchange under subpara-
graph (B).

“(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $32,000,000..

SEC. 3002. COOK INLET, ALASKA.

Section 118(a)(3) of the Energy and Water De-
velopment Appropriations Act, 2005 (title I of di-
vision C of the Consolidated Appropriations Act,
2005; 118 Stat. 2945) is amended by inserting ‘‘as
part of the operation and maintenance of such
project modification’ after ‘“‘by the Secretary’’.
SEC. 3003. KING COVE HARBOR, ALASKA.

The maximum amount of Federal funds that
may be expended for the project for navigation,
King Cove Harbor, Alaska, being carried out
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under section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of
1960 (33 U.S.C. 577), shall be $8,000,000.
SEC. 3004. SEWARD HARBOR, ALASKA.

The project for navigation, Seward Harbor,
Alaska, authorized by section 101(a)(3) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1999 (113
Stat. 274), is modified to authorize the Secretary
to extend the existing breakwater by approxi-
mately 215 feet, at a total cost of $3,333,000, with
an estimated Federal cost of $2,666,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $667,000.

SEC. 3005. SITKA, ALASKA.

The Sitka, Alaska, element of the project for
navigation, Southeast Alaska Harbors of Ref-
uge, Alaska, authorized by section 101(1) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1992 (106
Stat. 4801), is modified to direct the Secretary to
take such action as is mecessary to correct de-
sign deficiencies in the Sitka Harbor Breakwater
at Federal expense. The estimated cost is
36,300,000.

SEC. 3006. TATITLEK, ALASKA.

The maximum amount of Federal funds that
may be expended for the project for navigation,
Tatitlek, Alaska, being carried out under section
107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 (33
U.S.C. 577), shall be $10,000,000.

SEC. 3007. RIO DE FLAG, FLAGSTAFF, ARIZONA.

The project for flood damage reduction, Rio
De Flag, Flagstaff, Aricona, authorized by sec-
tion 101(b)(3) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2576), is modified to
authorice the Secretary to construct the project
at a total cost of $54,100,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $35,000,000 and a non-Federal
cost of $19,100,000.

SEC. 3008. NOGALES WASH AND TRIBUTARIES
FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT, ARI-
ZONA.

The project for flood control, Nogales Wash
and tributaries, Arizona, authorized by section
101(a)(4) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4606) and modified by sec-
tion 303 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3711) and section 302 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 2000 (114
Stat. 2600), is modified to authorice the Sec-
retary to construct the project at a total cost of
$25,410,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$22,930,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$2,480,000.

SEC. 3009. TUCSON DRAINAGE AREA, ARIZONA.

The project for flood damage reduction, envi-
ronmental restoration, and recreation, Tucson
drainage area, Aricona, authoriced by section
101(a)(5) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 274), is modified to author-
ize the Secretary to construct the project at a
total cost of 366,700,000, with an estimated Fed-
eral cost of $43,350,000 and an estimated non-
Federal cost of $23,350,000.

SEC. 3010. OSCEOLA HARBOR, ARKANSAS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Osceola Harbor, Arkansas, constructed under
section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960
(33 U.S.C. 577), is modified to allow non-Federal
interests to construct a mooring facility within
the existing authoriced harbor channel, subject
to all mecessary permits, certifications, and
other requirements.

(b) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC-
TION.—Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued as affecting the responsibility of the Sec-
retary to maintain the general navigation fea-
tures of the project at a bottom width of 250 feet.
SEC. 3011. ST. FRANCIS RIVER BASIN, ARKANSAS

AND MISSOURI.

The project for flood control, St. Francis River
Basin, Arkansas and Missouri, authoriced by
the Act of June 15, 1936 (49 Stat. 1508), is modi-
fied to authorize the Secretary to undertake
channel stabilization and sediment removal
measures on the St. Francis River and tribu-
taries as a nonseparable element of the original
project.

SEC. 3012. PINE MOUNTAIN DAM, ARKANSAS.

The Pine Mountain Dam feature of the

project for flood protection, Lee Creek, Arkansas
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and Oklahoma, authorized by section 204 of the
Flood Control Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1078), is
modified—

(1) to add environmental restoration as a
project purpose; and

(2) to direct the Secretary to finance the non-
Federal share of the cost of the project, includ-
ing treatment and distributions components,
over a 30-year period in accordance with section
103(k) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213(k)).

SEC. 3013. RED-OUACHITA RIVER BASIN LEVEES,
ARKANSAS AND LOUISIANA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 204 of the Flood
Control Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 173) is amended in
the matter under the heading ‘‘RED-OUACHITA
RIVER BASIN” by striking ‘‘improvements at
Calion, Arkansas’ and inserting ‘‘improvements
at Calion, Arkansas (including authorization
for the comprehensive flood-control project for
Ouachita River and tributaries, incorporating in
the project all flood control, drainage, and
power improvements in the basin above the
lower end of the left bank Ouachita River
levee)”’.

(b) MODIFICATION.—Section 3 of the Flood
Control Act of August 18, 1941 (55 Stat. 642), is
amended in the second sentence of subsection
(a) in the matter under the heading ‘‘LOWER
MISSISSIPPI RIVER’’ by inserting before the period
at the end the following: ‘‘; except that the
Ouachita River Levees, Louisiana, authorized
by the first section of the Mississippi River
Flood Control Act of May 15, 1928 (45 Stat. 534),
shall remain as a component of the Mississippi
River and Tributaries Project and afforded oper-
ation and maintenance responsibilities as pro-
vided under section 3 of that Act (45 Stat. 535)”’.
SEC. 3014. CACHE CREEK BASIN, CALIFORNIA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood con-
trol, Cache Creek Basin, California, authorized
by section 401(a) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4112), is modified
to direct the Secretary to mitigate the impacts of
the new south levee of the Cache Creek settling
basin on the storm drainage system of the city
of Woodland, including all appurtenant fea-
tures, erosion control measures, and environ-
mental protection features.

(b) OBJECTIVES.—Mitigation under subsection
(a) shall restore the preproject capacity of the
city of Woodland to release 1,360 cubic feet per
second of water to the Yolo Bypass and shall in-
clude—

(1) channel improvements;

(2) an outlet work through the west levee of
the Yolo Bypass; and

(3) a new low flow cross channel to handle
city and county storm drainage and settling
basin flows (1,760 cubic feet per second) when
the Yolo Bypass is in a low flow condition.

SEC. 3015. CALFED STABILITY PROGRAM, CALI-
FORNIA.

(a) AMENDMENTS.—Section 103(f)(3) of the
Water Supply, Reliability, and Environmental
Improvement Act (118 Stat. 1695-1696) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘“‘within

the Delta (as defined in Cal. Water Code
§12220)’;

(2) by striking subparagraph (C) and inserting
the following:

“(C) JUSTIFICATION.—

““(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 209
of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962—
2), in carrying out levee stability programs and
projects pursuant to this paragraph, the Sec-
retary of the Army may determine that the pro-
grams and projects are justified by the benefits
of the project purposes described in subpara-
graph (A), and the programs and projects shall
require no additional economic justification if
the Secretary of the Army further determines
that the programs and projects are cost effec-
tive.

““(ii)) APPLICABILITY.—Clause (i) shall not
apply to any separable element intended to
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produce benefits that are predominantly unre-
lated to the project purposes described in sub-
paragraph (A).”’; and

(3) in subparagraph (D)(i) by inserting ‘‘as de-
scribed in the Record of Decision’’ after ‘‘Public
Law 84-99 standard)’’.

(b) ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS.—In addition to funds made available
pursuant to the Water Supply, Reliability, and
Environmental Improvement Act (Public Law
108-361) to carry out section 103(f)(3)(D) of that
Act (118 Stat. 1696), there is authoriced to be ap-
propriated to carry out projects described in
that section $106,000,000, to remain available
until expended.

SEC. 3016. COMPTON CREEK, CALIFORNIA.

The project for flood control, Los Angeles
Drainage Area, California, authorized by sec-
tion 101(b) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4611), is modified to add
environmental restoration and recreation as
project purposes.

SEC. 3017. GRAYSON CREEK/MURDERER’S CREEK,
CALIFORNIA.

The project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Grayson Creek/Murderer’s Creek, California,
being carried out under section 206 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C.
2330), is modified—

(1) to direct the Secretary to credit, in accord-
ance with section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the non-
Federal share of the cost of the project the cost
of work carried out by the non-Federal interest
for the project before the date of the partnership
agreement for the project; and

(2) to authorice the Secretary to consider na-
tional ecosystem restoration benefits in deter-
mining the Federal interest in the project.

SEC. 3018. HAMILTON AIRFIELD, CALIFORNIA.

The project for environmental restoration,
Hamilton Airfield, California, authorized by sec-
tion 101(b)(3) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 279), is modified to
direct the Secretary to construct the project sub-
stantially in accordance with the report of the
Chief of Engineers dated July 19, 2004, at a total
cost of $228,100,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $171,100,000 and an estimated non-Fed-
eral cost of $57,000,000.

SEC. 3019. JOHN F. BALDWIN SHIP CHANNEL AND
STOCKTON SHIP CHANNEL, CALI-
FORNIA.

The project for navigation, San Francisco to
Stockton, California, authorized by section 301
of the River and Harbor Act of 1965 (79 Stat.
1091) is modified—

(1) to provide that the non-Federal share of
the cost of the John F. Baldwin Ship Channel
and Stockton Ship Channel element of the
project may be provided in the form of in-kind
services and materials; and

(2) to direct the Secretary to credit, in accord-
ance with section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the non-
Federal share of the cost of such element the
cost of planning and design work carried out by
the non-Federal interest for such element before
the date of an agreement for such planning and
design.

SEC. 3020. KAWEAH RIVER, CALIFORNIA.

The project for flood control, Terminus Dam,
Kaweah River, California, authorized by section
101(b)(5) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3658), is modified to direct
the Secretary to credit, in accordance with sec-
tion 221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42
U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the non-Federal share
of the cost of the project, or provide reimburse-
ment not to exceed $800,000, for the costs of any
work carried out by the non-Federal interest for
the project before the date of the project part-
nership agreement.

SEC. 3021. LARKSPUR FERRY CHANNEL, LARK-
SPUR, CALIFORNIA.

The project for navigation, Larkspur Ferry

Channel, Larkspur, California, authorized by
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section 601(d) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4148), is modified to
direct the Secretary to determine whether main-
tenance of the project is feasible, and if the Sec-
retary determines that maintenance of the
project is feasible, to carry out such mainte-
nance.

SEC. 3022. LLAGAS CREEK, CALIFORNIA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood dam-
age reduction, Llagas Creek, California, author-
iced by section 501(a) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 333), is modi-
fied to direct the Secretary to carry out the
project at a total cost of $105,000,000, with an es-
timated Federal cost of $65,000,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $40,000,000.

(b) SPECIAL RULE.—In evaluating and imple-
menting the project, the Secretary shall allow
the non-Federal interest to participate in the fi-
nancing of the project in accordance with sec-
tion 903(c) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4184) if the detailed project
report evaluation indicates that applying such
section is necessary to implement the project.
SEC. 3023. MAGPIE CREEK, CALIFORNIA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for Magpie
Creek, California, authorized under section 205
of the Flood Control Act of 1948 (33 U.S.C. 701s),
is modified to direct the Secretary to apply the
cost-sharing requirements of section 103(b) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4085) for the portion of the project
consisting of land acquisition to preserve and
enhance existing floodwater storage.

(b) CREDIT.—The Secretary shall credit, in ac-
cordance with section 221 of the Flood Control
Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the
non-Federal share of the cost of the project the
cost of planning and design work carried out by
the non-Federal interest for the project before
the date of the partnership agreement for the
project.

(c) CoST.—The maximum amount of Federal
funds that may be expended for the project re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be $10,000,000.
SEC. 3024. PACIFIC FLYWAY CENTER, SAC-

RAMENTO, CALIFORNIA.

The project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Pacific Flyway Center, Sacramento, California,
being carried out under section 206 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C.
2330), is modified to authorize the Secretary to
expend $2,000,000 to enhance public access to
the project.

SEC. 3025. PETALUMA RIVER, PETALUMA, CALI-
FORNIA.

The project for flood damage reduction,
Petaluma River, Petaluma, California, author-
ized by section 112 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2587), is modi-
fied to authorize the Secretary to construct the
project at a total cost of $41,500,000, with an es-
timated Federal cost of $26,975,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $14,525,000.

SEC. 3026. PINOLE CREEK, CALIFORNIA.

The project for improvement of the quality of
the environment, Pinole Creek Phase I, Cali-
fornia, being carried out under section 1135 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(33 U.S.C. 2309a), is modified to direct the Sec-
retary to credit, in accordance with section 221
of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C.
1962d-5b), toward the non-Federal share of the
cost of the project the cost of work carried out
by the non-Federal interest for the project be-
fore the date of the partnership agreement for
the project.

SEC. 3027. PRADO DAM, CALIFORNIA.

Upon completion of the modifications to the
Prado Dam element of the project for flood con-
trol, Santa Ana River Mainstem, California, au-
thorized by section 401(a) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4113),
the Memorandum of Agreement for the Oper-
ation for Prado Dam for Seasonal Additional
Water Conservation between the Department of
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the Army and the Orange County Water District

(including all the conditions and stipulations in

the memorandum) shall remain in effect for vol-

umes of water made available prior to such

modifications.

SEC. 3028. REDWOOD CITY NAVIGATION CHAN-
NEL, CALIFORNIA.

The Secretary may dredge the Redwood City
Navigation Channel, California, on an annual
basis, to maintain the authorized depth of —-30
feet mean lower low water.

SEC. 3029. SACRAMENTO AND AMERICAN RIVERS
FLOOD CONTROL, CALIFORNIA.

(a) NATOMAS LEVEE FEATURES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood control
and recreation, Sacramento and American Riv-
ers, California (Natomas Levee features), au-
thorized by section 9159 of the Department of
Defense Appropriations Act, 1993 (106 Stat.
1944), is modified to direct the Secretary to cred-
it $20,503,000 to the Sacramento Area Flood Con-
trol Agency for the nonreimbursed Federal share
of costs incurred by the Agency in connection
with the project.

(2) ALLOCATION OF CREDIT.—The Secretary
shall allocate the amount to be credited pursu-
ant to paragraph (1) toward the non-Federal
share of such projects as are requested by the
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency.

(b) JOINT FEDERAL PROJECT AT FOLSOM
DAM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood control,
American and Sacramento Rivers, California,
authoriced by section 101(a)(6)(A) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat.
274) and modified by section 128 of the Energy
and Water Development Appropriations Act,
2006 (119 Stat. 2259), is modified to authorize the
Secretary to construct the auxiliary spillway
generally in accordance with the Post Author-
ization Change Report, American River Water-
shed Project (Folsom Dam Modification and
Folsom Dam Raise Projects), dated March 2007,
at a total cost of $683,000,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $444,000,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $239,000,000.

(2) DAM SAFETY.—Nothing in this subsection
limits the authority of the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to carry out dam safety activities in connec-
tion with the auxiliary spillway in accordance
with the Bureau of Reclamation safety of dams
program.

(3) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary and the Sec-
retary of the Interior are authorized to transfer
between the Department of the Army and the
Department of the Interior appropriated
amounts and other available funds (including
funds contributed by nmon-Federal interests) for
the purpose of planning, design, and construc-
tion of the auxiliary spillway.

(B) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Any transfer
made pursuant to this subsection shall be sub-
ject to such terms and conditions as may be
agreed on by the Secretary and the Secretary of
the Interior.

SEC. 3030. SACRAMENTO DEEP WATER SHIP
CHANNEL, CALIFORNIA.

The project for navigation, Sacramento Deep
Water Ship Channel, California, authorized by
section 202(a) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4092), is modified to
direct the Secretary to credit, in accordance
with section 221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970
(42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the mon-Federal
share of the cost of the project the cost of plan-
ning and design work carried out by the non-
Federal interest for the project before the date of
the partnership agreement for the project.

SEC. 3031. SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTEC-
TION, CALIFORNIA.

Section 202 of the River Basin Monetary Au-
thorization Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 49) is amended
by striking ‘“‘and the monetary authorization’
and all that follows through the period at the
end and inserting ‘‘; except that the lineal feet
in the second phase shall be increased from
405,000 lineal feet to 485,000 lineal feet.”’.
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SEC. 3032. SALTON SEA RESTORATION, CALI-
FORNIA.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section,
lowing definitions apply:

(1) SALTON SEA AUTHORITY.—The term ‘“‘Salton
Sea Authority’ means the joint powers author-
ity established under the laws of the State by a
joint power agreement signed on June 2, 1993.

(2) SALTON SEA SCIENCE OFFICE.—The term
“Salton Sea Science Office’’ means the office es-
tablished by the United States Geological Survey
and located on the date of enactment of this Act
in La Quinta, California.

(3) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’” means the State
of California.

(b) PILOT PROJECTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—

(A) REVIEW.—The Secretary shall review the
plan approved by the State, entitled the ‘‘Salton
Sea Ecosystem Restoration Program Preferred
Alternative Report and Funding Plan’, and
dated May 2007 to determine whether the pilot
projects described in the plan are feasible.

(B) IMPLEMENTATION.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), if the
Secretary determines that the pilot projects re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) meet the require-
ments described in that subparagraph, the Sec-
retary may—

(1) enter into an agreement with the State;
and

(II) in consultation with the Salton Sea Au-
thority and the Salton Sea Science Office, carry
out pilot projects for improvement of the envi-
ronment in the area of the Salton Sea.

(ii) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary shall be a
party to each contract for construction entered
into under this subparagraph.

(2) LOCAL PARTICIPATION.—In prioritizing
pilot projects under this section, the Secretary
shall—

(A) consult with the State, the Salton Sea Au-
thority, and the Salton Sea Science Office; and

(B) take into consideration the priorities of
the State and the Salton Sea Authority.

(3) COST SHARING.—Before carrying out a pilot
project under this section, the Secretary shall
enter into a written agreement with the State
that requires the mon-Federal interest for the
pilot project to pay 35 percent of the total costs
of the pilot project.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out subsection (b) $30,000,000, of which not more
than $5,000,000 shall be used for any one pilot
project under this section.

SEC. 3033. SANTA ANA RIVER MAINSTEM, CALI-
FORNIA.

The project for flood control, Santa Ana River
Mainstem (including Santiago Creek, Cali-
fornia), authoriced by section 401(a) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (100
Stat. 4113) and modified by section 104 of the
Energy and Water Development Appropriation
Act, 1988 (101 Stat. 1329-111) and section 309 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(110 Stat. 3713), is further modified to authorize
the Secretary to carry out the project at a total
cost of $1,800,000,000 and to clarify that the
Santa Ana River Interceptor Line is an element
of the project.

SEC. 3034. SANTA BARBARA STREAMS, LOWER
MISSION CREEK, CALIFORNIA.

The project for flood damage reduction, Santa
Barbara streams, Lower Mission Creek, Cali-
fornia, authorized by section 101(b)(8) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 2000 (114
Stat. 2577), is modified to authorice the Sec-
retary to construct the project at a total cost of
$30,000,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$15,000,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$15,000,000.

SEC. 3035. SANTA CRUZ HARBOR, CALIFORNIA.

The project for navigation, Santa Cruz Har-
bor, California, authorized by section 101 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 300) and
modified by section 809 of the Water Resources

the fol-
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Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4168) and sec-
tion 526 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 346), is modified to direct
the Secretary—

(1) to renegotiate the memorandum of agree-
ment with the non-Federal interest to increase
the annual payment to reflect the updated cost
of operation and maintenance that is the Fed-
eral and non-Federal share as provided by law
based on the project purpose; and

(2) to revise the memorandum of agreement to
include terms that revise such payments for in-
flation.

SEC. 3036. SEVEN OAKS DAM, CALIFORNIA.

The project for flood control, Santa Ana
Mainstem, authorized by section 401(a) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (100
Stat. 4113) and modified by section 104 of the
Energy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, 1988 (101 Stat. 1329-11), section 102(e) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1990 (104
Stat. 4611), and section 311 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3713),
is modified to direct the Secretary—

(1) to include ecosystem restoration benefits in
the calculation of benefits for the Seven Oaks
Dam, California, portion of the project; and

(2) to conduct a study of water conservation
and water quality at the Seven Oaks Dam.

SEC. 3037. UPPER GUADALUPE RIVER, CALI-
FORNIA.

The project for flood damage reduction and
recreation, Upper Guadalupe River, California,
authoriced by section 101(a)(9) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 275),
is modified to authorize the Secretary to con-
struct the project generally in accordance with
the Upper Guadalupe River Flood Damage Re-
duction, San Jose, California, Limited Reevalu-
ation Report, dated March 2004, at a total cost
of $256,000,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$136,700,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $119,300,000.

SEC. 3038. WALNUT CREEK CHANNEL, CALI-
FORNIA.

The project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Walnut Creek Channel, California, being car-
ried out under section 206 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C.
2330), is modified—

(1) to direct the Secretary to credit, in accord-
ance with section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the non-
Federal share of the cost of the project the cost
of work carried out by the non-Federal interest
for the project before the date of the partnership
agreement for the project; and

(2) to authorize the Secretary to consider na-
tional ecosystem restoration benefits in deter-
mining the Federal interest in the project.

SEC. 3039. WILDCAT/SAN PABLO CREEK PHASE I,
CALIFORNIA.

The project for improvement of the quality of
the environment, Wildcat/San Pablo Creek
Phase I, California, being carried out under sec-
tion 1135 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2309a), is modified to di-
rect the Secretary to credit, in accordance with
section 221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42
U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the non-Federal share
of the cost of the project the cost of work carried
out by the mon-Federal interest for the project
before the date of the partnership agreement for
the project.

SEC. 3040. WILDCAT/SAN PABLO CREEK PHASE II,
CALIFORNIA.

The project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Wildcat/San Pablo Creek Phase II, California,
being carried out under section 206 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C.
2330), is modified to direct the Secretary to cred-
it, in accordance with section 221 of the Flood
Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward
the non-Federal share of the cost of the project
the cost of work carried out by the non-Federal
interest for the project before the date of the
partnership agreement for the project and to au-
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thorize the Secretary to consider national eco-

system restoration benefits in determining the

Federal interest in the project.

SEC. 3041. YUBA RIVER BASIN PROJECT, CALI-
FORNIA.

The project for flood damage reduction, Yuba
River Basin, California, authorized by section
101(a)(10) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 275), is modified—

(1) to authorize the Secretary to construct the
project at a total cost of $107,700,000, with an es-
timated Federal cost of $70,000,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $37,700,000; and

(2) to direct the Secretary to credit, in accord-
ance with section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the mon-
Federal share of the cost of the project the cost
of work carried out by the non-Federal interest
for the project before the date of the partnership
agreement for the project.

SEC. 3042. SOUTH PLATTE RIVER BASIN, COLO-
RADO.

Section 808 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4168) is amended by
striking ‘‘agriculture,”” and inserting ‘‘agri-
culture, environmental restoration,”.

SEC. 3043. INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, DELAWARE
RIVER TO CHESAPEAKE BAY, DELA-
WARE AND MARYLAND.

The project for navigation, Intracoastal Wa-
terway, Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay,
Delaware and Maryland, authoriced by the first
section of the Rivers and Harbors Act of August
30, 1935 (49 Stat. 1030), and section 101 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 1249), is
modified to add recreation as a project purpose.
SEC. 3044. ST. GEORGE’S BRIDGE, DELAWARE.

Section 102(g) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4612) is amended
by adding at the end the following: ‘“‘The Sec-
retary shall assume ownership responsibility for
the replacement bridge not later than the date
on which the construction of the bridge is com-
pleted and the contractors are released of their
responsibility by the State. In addition, the Sec-
retary may not carry out any action to close or
remove the St. George’s Bridge, Delaware, with-
out specific congressional authorization.”’.

SEC. 3045. BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA.

(a) SHORELINE.—The project for shoreline pro-
tection, Brevard County, Florida, authorized by
section 101(b)(7) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3667), is modified
to authorize the Secretary to include the mid-
reach as an element of the project from the Flor-
ida department of environmental protection
monuments 75.4 to 118.3, a distance of approxi-
mately 7.6 miles. The restoration work shall only
be undertaken upon a determination by the Sec-
retary, following completion of the general re-
evaluation report authorized by section 418 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 2000
(114 Stat. 2637), that the shoreline protection is
feasible.

(b) CREDIT.—Section 310 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 301)
is amended by adding at the end the following:

‘“(d) CREDIT.—After completion of the study,
the Secretary may credit, in accordance with
section 221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42
U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the non-Federal share
of the cost of the project for shore protection the
cost of nourishment and renourishment associ-
ated with the project for shore protection in-
curred by the non-Federal interest to respond to
damages to Brevard County beaches that are
the result of a Federal navigation project, as de-
termined in the final report for the study.’’.

SEC. 3046. BROWARD COUNTY AND HILLSBORO
INLET, FLORIDA.

The project for shore protection, Broward
County and Hillsboro Inlet, Florida, authorized
by section 301 of the River and Harbor Act of
1965 (79 Stat. 1090), and modified by section 311
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1999
(113 Stat. 301), is modified to direct the Sec-
retary to credit, in accordance with section 221
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of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C.
1962d-5b), toward the non-Federal share of the
cost of the project the cost of mitigation con-
struction and derelict erosion control structure
removal carried out by the non-Federal interest
for the project before the date of the partnership
agreement for the project.

SEC. 3047. CANAVERAL HARBOR, FLORIDA.

In carrying out the project for navigation, Ca-
naveral Harbor, Florida, authorized by section
101 of the River and Harbor Act of 1962 (76 Stat.
1174), the Secretary shall construct a sediment
trap if the Secretary determines construction of
the sediment trap is feasible.

SEC. 3048. GASPARILLA AND ESTERO ISLANDS,
FLORIDA.

The project for shore protection, Gasparilla
and Estero Island segments, Lee County, Flor-
ida, authorized by section 201 of the Flood Con-
trol Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1073), by Senate Resolu-
tion dated December 17, 1970, and by House Res-
olution dated December 15, 1970, and modified
by section 309 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2602), is modified to
direct the Secretary to credit, in accordance
with section 221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970
(42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the mon-Federal
share of the cost of the project the cost of work
carried out by the mon-Federal interest for the
project before the date of the partnership agree-
ment for the project.

SEC. 3049. LIDO KEY BEACH, SARASOTA, FLORIDA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for shore protec-
tion, Lido Key Beach, Sarasota, Florida, au-
thorized by section 101 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1819), deauthorized under
section 1001(b) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 579a(b)), and reau-
thorized by section 364(2)(A) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 313),
is modified to direct the Secretary to construct
the project substantially in accordance with the
report of the Chief of Engineers dated December
22, 2004, at a total cost of $15,190,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $9,320,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $5,870,000, and at an
estimated total cost of $65,000,000 for periodic
nourishment over the 50-year life of the project,
with an estimated Federal cost of $30,550,000
and an estimated mnon-Federal cost of
$34,450,000.

(b) CONSTRUCTION OF SHORELINE PROTECTION
PROJECTS BY NON-FEDERAL INTERESTS.—The
Secretary shall enter into a partnership agree-
ment with the non-Federal interest in accord-
ance with section 206 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1992 (33 U.S.C. 426i-1) for
the modified project.

SEC. 3050. PEANUT ISLAND, FLORIDA.

The maximum amount of Federal funds that
may be expended for the project for improvement
of the quality of the environment, Peanut Is-
land, Palm Beach County, Florida, being car-
ried out under section 1135 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
2309a) shall be $9,750,000.

SEC. 3051. PORT SUTTON, FLORIDA.

The project for navigation, Port Sutton, Flor-
ida, authorized by section 101(b)(12) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 2000 (114
Stat. 2577), is modified to authorice the Sec-
retary to carry out the project at a total cost of
312,900,000
SEC. 3052. TAMPA HARBOR-BIG BEND CHANNEL,

FLORIDA.

The project for navigation, Tampa Harbor-Big
Bend Channel, Florida, authoriced by section
101(a)(18) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 276) is modified to direct
the Secretary to credit, in accordance with sec-
tion 221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42
U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the non-Federal share
of the cost of the project the cost of planning,
design, and construction work carried out by
the non-Federal interest for the project before
the date of the partnership agreement for the
project.
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SEC. 3053. TAMPA HARBOR CUT B, FLORIDA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Tampa Harbor, Florida, authorized by section
101 of the River and Harbor Act of 1970 (84 Stat.
1818), is modified to authorize the Secretary to
construct passing lanes in an area apprYoxi-
mately 3.5 miles long and centered on Tampa
Harbor Cut B if the Secretary determines that
such improvements are necessary for navigation
safety.

(b) GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORT.—The
non-Federal share of the cost of the general re-
evaluation report for Tampa Harbor, Florida,
being conducted on June 1, 2005, shall be the
same percentage as the non-Federal share of the
cost of construction of the project.

(c) AGREEMENT.—The Secretary shall enter
into a new partnership agreement with the non-
Federal interest to reflect the cost sharing re-
quired by subsection (b).

SEC. 3054. ALLATOONA LAKE, GEORGIA.

(a) LAND EXCHANGE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may exchange
land above 863 feet in elevation at Allatoona
Lake, Georgia, identified in the Real Estate De-
sign Memorandum prepared by the Mobile dis-
trict engineer, April 5, 1996, and approved Octo-
ber 8, 1996, for land on the north side of
Allatoona Lake that is required for wildlife
management and protection of the water quality
and overall environment of Allatoona Lake.

(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The basis for all
land exchanges under this subsection shall be a
fair market appraisal to ensure that land ex-
changed is of equal value.

(b) DISPOSAL AND ACQUISITION OF LAND,
ALLATOONA LAKE, GEORGIA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may—

(A4) sell land above 863 feet in elevation at
Allatoona Lake, Georgia, identified in the
memorandum vreferred to in subsection (a)(1);
and

(B) use the proceeds of the sale, without fur-
ther appropriation, to pay costs associated with
the purchase of land required for wildlife man-
agement and protection of the water quality and
overall environment of Allatoona Lake.

(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—

(A) WILLING SELLERS.—Land acquired under
this subsection shall be by megotiated purchase
from willing sellers only.

(B) BAsis.—The basis for all transactions
under this subsection shall be a fair market
value appraisal acceptable to the Secretary.

(C) SHARING OF cCoSTS.—Each purchaser of
land under this subsection shall share in the as-
sociated costs of the purchase, including surveys
and associated fees in accordance with the
memorandum referred to in subsection (a)(1).

(D) OTHER CONDITIONS.—The Secretary may
impose on the sale and purchase of land under
this subsection such other conditions as the Sec-
retary determines to be appropriate.

(c) REPEAL.—Section 325 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4849)
is repealed.

SEC. 3055. LATHAM RIVER, GLYNN COUNTY, GEOR-

The maximum amount of Federal funds that
may be expended for the project for improvement
of the quality of the environment, Latham
River, Glynn County, Georgia, being carried out
under section 1135 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2309a) shall be
36,175,000.

SEC. 3056. DWORSHAK RESERVOIR IMPROVE-
MENTS, IDAHO.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry
out additional general construction measures to
allow for operation at lower pool levels to sat-
isfy the recreation mission at Dworshak Dam,
Idaho.

(b) IMPROVEMENTS.—In carrying out sub-
section (a), the Secretary shall provide for ap-
propriate improvements to—

(1) facilities that are operated by the Corps of
Engineers; and
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(2) facilities that, as of the date of enactment
of this Act, are leased, permitted, or licensed for
use by others.

(c) COST SHARING.—The Secretary shall carry
out this section through a cost-sharing program
with Idaho State parks and recreation depart-
ment at a total estimated project cost of
$5,300,000. Notwithstanding section 103 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33
U.S.C. 2313), the Federal share of such cost
shall be 75 percent.

SEC. 3057. LITTLE WOOD RIVER, GOODING,
IDAHO.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood con-
trol, Gooding, Idaho, constructed under the
emergency conservation work program estab-
lished under the Act of March 31, 1933 (16
U.S.C. 585 et seq.), is modified—

(1) to direct the Secretary to rehabilitate the
Gooding Channel project for the purposes of
flood control and ecosystem restoration if the
Secretary determines that such rehabilitation is
not required as a result of improper operation
and maintenance of the project by the non-Fed-
eral interest and that the rehabilitation and
ecosystem restoration is feasible; and

(2) to direct the Secretary to plan, design, and
construct the project at a total cost of $9,000,000.

(b) COST SHARING.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Costs for reconstruction of a
project under this section shall be shared by the
Secretary and the mon-Federal interest in the
same percentages as the costs of construction of
the original project were shared.

(2) OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, AND REPAIR
CcOSTS.—The costs of operation, maintenance, re-
pair, and rehabilitation of a project carried out
under this section shall be a non-Federal re-
sponsibility.

(c) ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION.—Reconstruction
efforts and activities carried out under this sec-
tion shall not require economic justification.
SEC. 3058. BEARDSTOWN COMMUNITY BOAT HAR-

BOR, BEARDSTOWN, ILLINOIS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Muscooten Bay, Illinois River, Beardstown
Community Boat Harbor, Beardstown, Illinois,
constructed under section 107 of the River and
Harbor Act of 1960 (33 U.S.C. 577), is modified—

(1) to include the channel between the harbor
and the Illinois River; and

(2) to direct the Secretary to enter into a part-
nership agreement with the city of Beardstown
to replace the local cooperation agreement dated
August 18, 1983, with the Beardstown Commu-
nity Park District.

(b) TERMS OF PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT.—The
partnership agreement referred to in subsection
(a) shall include the same rights and respon-
sibilities as the local cooperation agreement
dated August 18, 1983, changing only the iden-
tity of the non-Federal sponsor.

(c) MAINTENANCE.—Following execution of the
partnership agreement referred to in subsection
(a), the Secretary may carry out maintenance of
the project referred to in subsection (a) on an
annual basis.

SEC. 3059. CACHE RIVER LEVEE, ILLINOIS.

The Cache River Levee constructed for flood
control at the Cache River, Illinois, and author-
ized by the Act of June 28, 1938 (52 Stat. 1217),
is modified to add environmental restoration as
a project purpose.

SEC. 3060. CHICAGO RIVER, ILLINOIS.

The Federal navigation channel for the North
Branch Channel portion of the Chicago River
authorized by section 22 of the Act of March 3,
1899 (30 Stat. 1156), extending from 100 feet
downstream of the Halsted Street Bridge to 100
feet upstream of the Division Street Bridge, Chi-
cago, Illinois, shall be no wider than 66 feet.
SEC. 3061. CHICAGO SANITARY AND SHIP CANAL

DISPERSAL BARRIERS PROJECT, IL-
LINOIS.

(a) TREATMENT AS SINGLE PROJECT.—The Chi-
cago Sanitary and Ship Canal Dispersal Barrier
Project (in this section referred to as ‘‘Barrier
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1), as in existence on the date of enactment of
this Act and constructed as a demonstration
project under section 1202(i)(3) of the Nonindige-
nous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control
Act of 1990 (16 U.S.C. 4722(i)(3)), and the project
relating to the Chicago Sanitary and Ship
Canal Dispersal Barrier, authorized by section
345 of the District of Columbia Appropriations
Act, 2005 (Public Law 108-335; 118 Stat. 1352) (in
this section referred to as ‘‘Barrier II’’) shall be
considered to constitute a single project.

(b) AUTHORIZATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, at Federal ex-
pense, shall—

(A) upgrade and make permanent Barrier I;

(B) construct Barrier II, notwithstanding the
project cooperation agreement with the State of
Illinois dated June 14, 2005;

(C) operate and maintain Barrier I and Bar-
rier II as a system to optimize effectiveness;

(D) conduct, in consultation with appropriate
Federal, State, local, and nongovernmental enti-
ties, a study of a range of options and tech-
nologies for reducing impacts of hazards that
may reduce the efficacy of the Barriers; and

(E) provide to each State a credit in an
amount equal to the amount of funds contrib-
uted by the State toward Barrier I1.

(2) USE OF CREDIT.—A State may apply a
credit provided to the State under paragraph
(1)(E) to any cost sharing responsibility for an
existing or future Federal project carried out by
the Secretary in the State.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 345 of
the District of Columbia Appropriations Act,
2005 (Public Law 108-335; 118 Stat. 1352) is
amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 345. CHICAGO SANITARY AND SHIP CANAL
DISPERSAL BARRIER, ILLINOIS.

“There are authoriced to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary to carry out the
Barrier 11 element of the project for the Chicago
Sanitary and Ship Canal Dispersal Barrier, Illi-
nois, initiated pursuant to section 1135 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33
U.S.C. 2294 note; 100 Stat. 4251).”.

(d) FEASIBILITY STUDY.—The Secretary, in
consultation with appropriate Federal, State,
local, and nongovernmental entities, shall con-
duct, at Federal expense, a feasibility study of
the range of options and technologies available
to prevent the spread of aquatic nuisance spe-
cies between the Great Lakes and Mississippi
River Basins through the Chicago Sanitary and
Ship Canal and other aquatic pathways.

SEC. 3062. EMIQUON, ILLINOIS.

(a) MAXIMUM  AMOUNT.—The maximum
amount of Federal funds that may be expended
for the project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Emiquon, Illinois, being carried out under sec-
tion 206 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2330), shall be $7,500,000.

(b) LIMITATION.—Nothing in this section shall
affect the eligibility of the project for emergency
repair assistance under section 5 of the Act enti-
tled ‘““‘An Act authorizing the construction of
certain public works on rivers and harbors for
flood control, and for other purposes’, approved
August 18, 1941 (33 U.S.C. 701n).

SEC. 3063. LASALLE, ILLINOIS.

In carrying out section 312 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4639—
4640), the Secretary shall give priority to work
in the vicinity of LaSalle, Illinois, on the Illinois
and Michigan Canal.

SEC. 3064. SPUNKY BOTTOMS, ILLINOIS.

(a) PROJECT PURPOSE.—The project for flood
control, Spunky Bottoms, Illinois, authoriced by
section 5§ of the Flood Control Act of June 22,
1936 (49 Stat. 1583), is modified to add environ-
mental restoration as a project purpose.

(b) MAXIMUM  AMOUNT.—The maximum
amount of Federal funds that may be expended
for the project for improvement of the quality of
the environment, Spunky Bottoms, Illinois,
being carried out under section 1135 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33
U.S.C. 2309a), shall be $7,500,000.
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(c) LIMITATION.—Nothing in this section shall
affect the eligibility of the project for emergency
repair assistance under section 5 of the Act enti-
tled “An Act authorizing the construction of
certain public works on rivers and harbors for
flood control, and for other purposes’, approved
August 18, 1941 (33 U.S.C. 701n).

(d) POST CONSTRUCTION MONITORING AND
MANAGEMENT.—Of the Federal funds expended
under subsection (b), not less than $500,000 shall
remain available for a period of 5 years after the
date of completion of construction of the modi-
fications for use in carrying out post construc-
tion monitoring and adaptive management.

SEC. 3065. CEDAR LAKE, INDIANA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is authorized
to plan, design, and construct an aquatic eco-
system restoration project at Cedar Lake, Indi-
ana.

(b) COMPLETE FEASIBILITY REPORT.—In plan-
ning the project authorized by subsection (a),
the Secretary shall expedite completion of the
feasibility report for the project for aquatic eco-
system restoration and protection, Cedar Lake,
Indiana, initiated pursuant to section 206 of the
Water Resources Development Act 1996 (33
U.S.C. 2330).

(c) AUTHORIZATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be ap-
propriated $11,050,000 to carry out the activities
authoriced by this section.

(2) OTHER.—The Secretary is authorized to
use funds previously appropriated for the
project for aquatic ecosystem restoration and
protection, Cedar Lake, Indiana, under section
206 of the Water Resources Development Act
1996 (33 U.S.C. 2330) to carry out the activities
authoriced by this section.

SEC. 3066. KOONTZ LAKE, INDIANA.

The project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Koontz Lake, Indiana, being carried out under
section 206 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2330) and modified by sec-
tion 520 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2655), is modified to direct
the Secretary to seek to reduce the cost of the
project by wusing innovative technologies and
cost reduction measures determined from a re-
view of non-Federal lake dredging projects in
the vicinity of Koontz Lake.

SEC. 3067. WHITE RIVER, INDIANA.

The project for flood control, Indianapolis on
West Fork of White River, Indiana, authorized
by section 5 of the Act entitled ‘“‘An Act author-
izing the construction of certain public works on
rivers and harbors for flood control, and for
other purposes’, approved June 22, 1936 (49
Stat. 1586), and modified by section 323 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996 (110
Stat. 3716) and section 322 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 303),
is modified—

(1) to authorize the Secretary to carry out the
ecosystem restoration, recreation, and flood
damage reduction components described in the
Central Indianapolis Waterfront Concept Plan,
dated February 1994, and revised by the Master
Plan Revision Central Indianapolis Waterfront,
dated April 2004, at a total cost of $28,545,000;
and

(2) to direct the Secretary to credit, in accord-
ance with section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the non-
Federal share of the cost of the project the cost
of planning, design, and construction work car-
ried out by the mon-Federal interest for the
project before the date of the partnership agree-
ment for the project.

SEC. 3068. DES MOINES RIVER AND GREENBELT,
IOWA.

The project for the Des Moines Recreational
River and Greenbelt, Iowa, authorized by Public
Law 99-88 and modified by section 604 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (100
Stat. 4153), is modified to authorize the Sec-
retary to carry out ecosystem restoration, recre-
ation, and flood damage reduction components
of the project, at a Federal cost of $10,000,000.
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SEC. 3069. PERRY CREEK, IOWA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—On making a determination
described in subsection (b), the Secretary shall
increase the Federal contribution by up to
34,000,000 for the project for flood control, Perry
Creek, Iowa, authoriced by section 401(a) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (100
Stat. 4116) and modified by section 151 of the
Energy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, 2004 (117 Stat. 1844).

(b) DETERMINATION.—A determination re-
ferred to in subsection (a) is a determination
that a modification to the project described in
subsection (a) is necessary for the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency to certify that the
project provides flood damage reduction benefits
to at least a 100-year level of flood protection.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $4,000,000.

SEC. 3070. RATHBUN LAKE, IOWA.

(a) RIGHT OF FIRST REFUSAL.—The Secretary
shall provide, in accordance with the rec-
ommendations in the Rathbun Lake Realloca-
tion Report approved by the Chief of Engineers
on July 22, 1985, the Rathbun Regional Water
Association with the right of first refusal to con-
tract for or purchase any increment of the re-
maining allocation of 8,320 acre-feet of water
supply storage in Rathbun Lake, Iowa.

(b) PAYMENT OF COST.—The Rathbun Re-
gional Water Association shall pay the cost of
any water supply storage allocation provided
under subsection (a).

SEC. 3071. HICKMAN BLUFF STABILIZATION, KEN-
TUCKY.

The project for Hickman Bluff, Kentucky, au-
thorized by chapter II of title II of the Emer-
gency Supplemental Appropriations and Rescis-
sions for the Department of Defense to Preserve
and Enhance Military Readiness Act of 1995
(109 Stat. 85), is modified to authorize the Sec-
retary to repair and restore the project, at Fed-
eral exrpense, with no further economic studies
or analyses, at a total cost of not more than
$250,000.

SEC. 3072. MCALPINE LOCK AND DAM, KENTUCKY
AND INDIANA.

Section 101(a)(10) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4606) is amended
by striking ‘‘$219,600,000°° each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘$430,000,000°°.

SEC. 3073. PRESTONSBURG, KENTUCKY.

The Prestonsburg, Kentucky, element of the
project for flood control, Levisa and Tug Fork
of the Big Sandy and Cumberland Rivers, West
Virginia, Virginia, and Kentucky, authorized by
section 202(a) of the Energy and Water Develop-
ment Appropriations Act, 1981 (94 Stat. 1339), is
modified to direct the Secretary to take measures
to provide a 100-year level of flood protection for
the city of Prestonsburg.

SEC. 3074. AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, LOU-
ISIANA, EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH
WATERSHED.

The project for flood damage reduction and
recreation, Amite River and Tributaries, Lou-
isiana, East Baton Rouge Parish Watershed,
authorized by section 101(a)(21) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat.
277) and modified by section 116 of division D of
Public Law 108-7 (117 Stat. 140), is further modi-
fied—

(1) to direct the Secretary to carry out the
project with the cost sharing for the project de-
termined in accordance with section 103(a) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(33 U.S.C. 2213(a)), as in effect on October 11,
1996;

(2) to authorize the Secretary to construct the
project at a total cost of $187,000,000; and

(3) to direct the Secretary to credit, in accord-
ance with section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the mon-
Federal share of the cost of the project the cost
of work carried out by the non-Federal interest
for the project before the date of the partnership
agreement for the project.
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SEC. 3075. ATCHAFALAYA BASIN FLOODWAY SYS-
TEM, LOUISIANA.

(a) ACQUISITION OF ADDITIONAL LAND.—The
public access feature of the project for flood
control, Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System,
Louisiana, authorized by section 601(a) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (100
Stat. 4142), is modified to authorice the Sec-
retary to acquire from willing sellers the fee in-
terest (exclusive of oil, gas, and minerals) of an
additional 20,000 acres of land in the Lower
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway for such feature.

(b) MODIFICATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), ef-
fective November 17, 1986, the $32,000,000 limita-
tion on the maximum Federal expenditure for
the first costs of the public access feature re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall not apply.

(2) CoST.—The modification under paragraph
(1) shall not increase the total authorized cost of
the project referred to in subsection (a).

(c¢) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 315(a)(2)
of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000
(114 Stat. 2603) is amended by inserting before
the period at the end the following: ‘“‘and shall
consider Eagle Point Park, Jeanerette, Lou-
isiana, and the town of Melville, Louisiana, as
site alternatives for such recreation features’.
SEC. 3076. ATCHAFALAYA BASIN FLOODWAY SYS-

TEM, REGIONAL VISITOR CENTER,
LOUISIANA.

(a) PROJECT FOR FLOOD CONTROL.—Notwith-
standing paragraph (3) of the report of the
Chief of Engineers dated February 28, 1983 (re-
lating to recreational development in the Lower
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway), the Secretary
shall carry out the project for flood control,
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System, Lou-
isiana, authorized by chapter IV of title I of the
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1985 (99 Stat.
313) and section 601(a) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4142).

(b) VISITORS CENTER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in consulta-
tion with the State of Louisiana, shall study,
design, and construct a type A regional visitors
center in the vicinity of Morgan City, Lou-
isiana.

(2) COST SHARING .—

(A) COST OF TYPE B VISITORS CENTER.—The
cost of construction of the visitors center up to
the cost of construction of a type B visitors cen-
ter shall be shared in accordance with the recre-
ation cost-sharing requirement of section 103(c)
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(33 U.S.C. 2213(c)).

(B) COST OF UPGRADING.—The mnon-Federal
share of the cost of upgrading the visitors center
from a type B to type A regional visitors center
shall be 100 percent.

(C) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—The cost
of operation and maintenance of the visitors
center shall be a Federal responsibility.

(3) DONATIONS.—In carrying out the project
under this subsection, the Mississippi River
Commission may accept the donation of cash or
other funds, land, materials, and services from
any non-Federal government entity or nonprofit
corporation, as the Commission determines to be
appropriate.

SEC. 3077. ATCHAFALAYA RIVER AND BAYOUS
CHENE, BOEUF, AND BLACK, LOU-
ISIANA.

The project for navigation, Atchafalaya River
and Bayous Chene, Boeuf, and Black, Lou-
isiana, authorized by section 101 of the River
and Harbor Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 731), is modified
to authorize the Secretary to deepen up to a
1000-foot section of the area on the Gulf Intra-
coastal Waterway west of the Bayou Boeuf
Lock and east of the intersection of the
Atchafalaya River, at a cost mot to exceed
$200,000, to provide for ingress and egress to the
port of Morgan City at a depth not to exceed 20
feet.

SEC. 3078. BAYOU PLAQUEMINE, LOUISIANA.

The project for the improvement of the quality
of the environment, Bayou Plaquemine, Lou-
isiana, being carried out under section 1135 of
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the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(33 U.S.C. 2309a), is modified to direct the Sec-
retary to credit, in accordance with section 221
of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C.
1962d-5b), toward the non-Federal share of the
cost of the project the cost of work carried out
by the non-Federal interest for the project be-
fore the date of the partnership agreement for
the project.

SEC. 3079. CALCASIEU RIVER AND PASS, LOU-

ISIANA.

The project for the Calcasieu River and Pass,
Louisiana, authorized by section 101 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 481), is
modified to authorice the Secretary to provide
$3,000,000 for each fiscal year, in a total amount
of $15,000,000, for such rock bank protection of
the Calcasieu River from mile 5 to mile 16 as the
Secretary determines to be advisable to reduce
maintenance dredging needs and facilitate pro-
tection of disposal areas for the Calcasieu River
and Pass, Louisiana, if the Secretary determines
that the rock bank protection is feasible.

SEC. 3080. RED RIVER (J. BENNETT JOHNSTON)
WATERWAY, LOUISIANA.

The project for mitigation of fish and wildlife
losses, Red River Waterway, Louisiana, author-
ized by section 601(a) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4142) and
modified by section 4(h) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1988 (102 Stat. 4016), section
102(p) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1990 (104 Stat. 4613), section 301(b)(7) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996 (110
Stat. 3710), and section 316 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2604),
is modified—

(1) to authorize the Secretary to carry out the
project at a total cost of $33,912,000;

(2) to authorize the purchase and reforest-
ation of lands that have been cleared or con-
verted to agricultural uses (in addition to the
purchase of bottomland hardwood); and

(3) to incorporate wildlife and forestry man-
agement practices to improve species diversity
on mitigation land that meets habitat goals and
objectives of the United States and the State of
Louisiana.

SEC. 3081. MISSISSIPPI
ISIANA.

The Mississippi Delta Region project, Lou-
isiana, authorized as part of the project for hur-
ricane-flood protection on Lake Pontchartrain,
Louisiana, by section 204 of the Flood Control
Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1077) and modified by sec-
tion 365 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3739), is modified to direct
the Secretary to credit, in accordance with sec-
tion 221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42
U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the non-Federal share
of the cost of the project the costs of relocating
oyster beds in the Davis Pond project area.

SEC. 3082. MISSISSIPPI RIVER-GULF OUTLET RE-
LOCATION ASSISTANCE, LOUISIANA.

(a) PORT FACILITIES RELOCATION.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Assistant Secretary for Ecomomic Development
(referred to in this section as the ‘‘Assistant Sec-
retary’’) 375,000,000, to remain available until
exrpended, to support the relocation of Port of
New Orleans deep draft facilities from the Mis-
sissippi River-Gulf Outlet (referred to in this
section as the ‘““‘Outlet’), the Gulf Intracoastal
Waterway, and the Inner Harbor Navigation
Canal to the Mississippi River.

(2) ADMINISTRATION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Amounts appropriated pur-
suant to paragraph (1) shall be administered by
the Assistant Secretary pursuant to sections
209(c)(2) and 703 of the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C.
3149(c)(2), 3233).

(B) REQUIREMENT.—The Assistant Secretary
shall make amounts appropriated pursuant to
paragraph (1) available to the Port of New Orle-
ans to relocate to the Mississippi River within
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the State of Louisiana the port-owned facilities
that are occupied by businesses in the vicinity
that may be impacted due to the treatment of
the Outlet under title VII of this Act.

(b) REVOLVING LOAN FUND GRANTS.—There is
authoriced to be appropriated to the Assistant
Secretary $85,000,000, to remain available until
expended, to provide assistance pursuant to sec-
tions 209(c)(2) and 703 of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C.
3149(c)(2), 3233) to one or more eligible recipients
under such Act to establish revolving loan funds
to make loans for terms up to 20 years at or
below market interest rates (including interest-
free loans) to private businesses within the Port
of New Orleans that may need to relocate to the
Mississippi River within the State of Louisiana
due to the treatment of the Outlet under title
VII of this Act.

(c) REQUIREMENTS.—In selecting one or more
recipients under subsection (b), the Assistant
Secretary shall ensure that each recipient has
established procedures to target lending to busi-
nesses that will be directly and substantially im-
pacted by the treatment of the Mississippi River-
Gulf Outlet under title VII of this Act.

(d) COORDINATION WITH SECRETARY.—The As-
sistant Secretary shall ensure that the programs
described in subsections (a) and (b) are coordi-
nated with the Secretary to ensure that facilities
are relocated in a manner that is consistent with
the analysis and design of comprehensive hurri-
cane protection authoriced by title I of the En-
ergy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, 2006 (119 Stat. 2247).

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—The Assistant
Secretary may wuse up to 2 percent of the
amounts made available under subsections (a)
and (b) for administrative expenses.

SEC. 3083. VIOLET, LOUISIANA.

(a) VIOLET DIVERSION PROJECT.—The Sec-
retary shall design and implement a project for
a diversion of freshwater at or near Violet, Lou-
isiana, for the purposes of reducing salinity in
the western Mississippi Sound, enhancing oyster
production, and promoting the sustainability of
coastal wetlands.

(b) SALINITY LEVELS.—The project shall be de-
signed to meet, or maximize the ability to meet,
the salinity levels identified in the feasibility
study of the Corps of Engineers entitled ‘‘Mis-
sissippi and Louisiana Estuarine Areas: Fresh-
water Diversion to Lake Pontchartrain Basin
and Mississippi Sound’ and dated 1984.

(¢) ADDITIONAL MEASURES.—

(1) RECOMMENDATIONS.—If the Secretary de-
termines that the diversion of freshwater at or
near Violet, Louisiana, will not restore salinity
levels to meet the requirements of subsection (b),
the Secretary shall recommend additional meas-
ures for freshwater diversions sufficient to meet
those levels.

(2) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary shall im-
plement measures included in the recommenda-
tions developed under paragraph (1) beginning
60 days after the date on which a report con-
taining the recommendations is provided to the
Committee on Environment and Public Works of
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

(d) NON-FEDERAL
MENTS.—

(1) ESTIMATES.—Before October 1 of each fis-
cal year, the Secretary shall notify the States of
Louisiana and Mississippi of each State’s re-
spective estimated costs for that fiscal year for
the activities authoriced under this section.

(2) ESCROW.—The States of Louisiana and
Mississippi shall provide the funds described in
paragraph (1) by making a deposit into an es-
crow account, or such other account, of the
Treasury as the Secretary determines to be ac-
ceptable within 30 days after the date of receipt
of the mnotification from the Secretary under
paragraph (1).

(3) DEPOSITS BY LOUISIANA.—

FINANCING REQUIRE-
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(A) USE OF CERTAIN FUNDS.—The State of
Louisiana may use funds available to the State
under the coastal impact assistance program au-
thorized under section 31 of the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1356a) in
meeting its cost-sharing responsibilities under
this section.

(B) FAILURE TO PROVIDE FUNDS.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—If the State of Louisiana
does not provide the funds under paragraph (2),
the Secretary of the Interior, using funds to be
disbursed to the State under the program re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) or under the Gulf
of Mexico Energy Security Act of 2006 (title I of
Division C of Public Law 109-432; (43 U.S.C.
1331 note; 120 Stat. 3000)), shall deposit such
funds as are necessary to meet the requirements
for the State under paragraph (2).

(ii)) DEADLINE FOR DEPOSIT.—Any deposit re-
quired under clause (i) shall be made prior to
any other disbursements made to the State of
Louisiana under the programs referred to in
clause (i).

(C) EXCEPTION.—The State of Louisiana shall
not be required to make a deposit of its share in
any fiscal year in which the State of Mississippi
does not make its deposit following a notifica-
tion under paragraph (1) or the State of Mis-
sissippi notifies the Secretary that it does not in-
tend to make a deposit in that fiscal year.

(4) CREDIT.—The Secretary shall credit, in ac-
cordance with section 221 of the Flood Control
Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the
non-Federal share of the cost of the project for
the costs of design work carried out by the non-
Federal interest for the project before the date of
the partnership agreement for the project.

(5) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of the
cost of the project authorized by subsection (a)
shall be 75 percent.

(e) SCHEDULE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the availability of
appropriations, the Secretary shall complete the
design of the project not later than 2 years after
the date of enactment of this Act and shall com-
plete the construction of the project by not later
than September 30, 2012.

(2) MISSED DEADLINE.—If the Secretary does
not complete the design or construction of the
project in accordance with paragraph (1), the
Secretary shall complete the design or construc-
tion as expeditiously as possible.

SEC. 3084. WEST BANK OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER
(EAST OF HARVEY CANAL), LOU-
ISIANA.

Section 328 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 304-305) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by striking ‘‘operation and maintenance’
and inserting ‘‘operation, maintenance, reha-
bilitation, repair, and replacement’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘Algiers Channel’’ and insert-
ing ““Algiers Canal Levees’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘““(c) COST SHARING.—The non-Federal share
of the cost of the project shall be 35 percent.”.
SEC. 3085. CAMP ELLIS, SACO, MAINE.

The maximum amount of Federal funds that
may be expended for the project being carried
out under section 111 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1968 (33 U.S.C. 4267) for the mitigation of
shore damages attributable to the project for
navigation, Camp Ellis, Saco, Maine, shall be
326,900,000
SEC. 3086. CUMBERLAND, MARYLAND.

Section 580(a) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 375) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$15,000,000” and inserting
““$25,750,000"’;

(2) by striking ‘‘$9,750,000” and inserting
““$16,738,000”’; and
(3) by striking ‘‘$5,250,000” and inserting

“$9,012,000".
SEC. 3087. POPLAR ISLAND, MARYLAND.

The project for navigation and environmental
restoration through the beneficial use of
dredged material, Poplar Island, Maryland, au-
thorized by section 537 of the Water Resources
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Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3776) and
modified by section 318 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2604), is
modified to authorize the Secretary to construct
the expansion of the project in accordance with
the report of the Chief of Engineers dated
March 31, 2006, at an additional total cost of
$260,000,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$195,000,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $65,000,000.

SEC. 3088. DETROIT RIVER SHORELINE, DETROIT,

MICHIGAN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for emergency
streambank and shoreline protection, Detroit
River Shoreline, Detroit, Michigan, being car-
ried out under section 14 of the Flood Control
Act of 1946 (33 U.S.C. 701r), is modified to in-
clude measures to enhance public access.

(b) MAXIMUM FEDERAL EXPENDITURE.—The
maximum amount of Federal funds that may be
expended for the project shall be $3,000,000.

SEC. 3089. ST. CLAIR RIVER AND LAKE ST. CLAIR,
MICHIGAN.

Section 426 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 326) is amended to
read as follows:

“SEC. 426. ST. CLAIR RIVER AND LAKE ST. CLAIR,
MICHIGAN.

““(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol-
lowing definitions apply:

‘““(1) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The term ‘manage-
ment plan’ means the management plan for the
St. Clair River and Lake St. Clair, Michigan,
that is in effect as of the date of enactment of
the Water Resources Development Act of 2007.

‘““(2) PARTNERSHIP.—The term ‘Partnership’
means the partnership established by the Sec-
retary under subsection (b)(1).

‘““(b) PARTNERSHIP.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab-
lish and lead a partnership of appropriate Fed-
eral agencies (including the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency) and the State of Michigan (in-
cluding political subdivisions of the State)—

‘““(A) to promote cooperation among the Fed-
eral Government, State and local governments,
and other involved parties in the management of
the St. Clair River and Lake St. Clair water-
sheds; and

‘““(B) to develop and implement projects con-
sistent with the management plan.

“(2) COORDINATION WITH ACTIONS UNDER
OTHER LAW.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—Actions taken under this
section by the Partnership shall be coordinated
with actions to restore and conserve the St.
Clair River and Lake St. Clair and watersheds
taken wunder other provisions of Federal and
State law.

‘““(B) NO EFFECT ON OTHER LAW.—Nothing in
this section alters, modifies, or affects any other
provision of Federal or State law.

““(c) IMPLEMENTATION OF ST. CLAIR RIVER AND
LAKE ST. CLAIR MANAGEMENT PLAN.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall—

‘““(A) develop a St. Clair River and Lake St.
Clair strategic implementation plan in accord-
ance with the management plan;

‘“‘(B) provide technical, planning, and engi-
neering assistance to non-Federal interests for
developing and implementing activities con-
sistent with the management plan;

‘“(C) plan, design, and implement projects
consistent with the management plan; and

‘(D) provide, in coordination with the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, financial and technical assistance, including
grants, to the State of Michigan (including po-
litical subdivisions of the State) and interested
nonprofit entities for the Federal share of the
cost of planning, design, and implementation of
projects to restore, conserve, manage, and Sus-
tain the St. Clair River, Lake St. Clair, and as-
sociated watersheds.

““(2) SPECIFIC MEASURES.—Financial and tech-
nical assistance provided under subparagraphs
(B) and (C) of paragraph (1) may be used in
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support of non-Federal activities consistent with
the management plan.

“(d) SUPPLEMENTS TO MANAGEMENT PLAN AND
STRATEGIC IMPLEMENTATION PLAN.—In con-
sultation with the Partnership and after pro-
viding an opportunity for public review and
comment, the Secretary shall develop informa-
tion to supplement—

‘(1) the management plan; and

“(2) the strategic implementation plan devel-
oped under subsection (c)(1)(A).

‘“(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $20,000,000.°’.

SEC. 3090. ST. JOSEPH HARBOR, MICHIGAN.

The Secretary shall expedite development of
the dredged material management plan for the
project for mnavigation, St. Joseph Harbor,
Michigan, authorized by section 101 of the River
and Harbor Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 299).

SEC. 3091. SAULT SAINTE MARIE, MICHIGAN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The text of section 1149 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4254) is amended to read as follows:

“The Secretary shall construct, at Federal ex-
pense, a second lock, of a width not less than
110 feet and a length not less than 1,200 feet, ad-
jacent to the existing lock at Sault Sainte Marie,
Michigan, generally in accordance with the re-
port of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and
Harbors, dated May 19, 1986, and the limited re-
evaluation report dated February 2004 at a total
cost of $341,714,000..

(b) CONFORMING REPEALS.—The following
provisions are repealed:

(1) Section 107(a)(8) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4620).

(2) Section 330 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3717).

(3) Section 330 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 305).

SEC. 3092. ADA, MINNESOTA.

In carrying out the project for flood damage
reduction, Wild Rice River, Ada, Minnesota,
under section 205 of the Flood Control Act of
1948 (33 U.S.C. 701s), the Secretary shall allow
the non-Federal interest to participate in the fi-
nancing of the project in accordance with sec-
tion 903(c) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4184) if the detailed project
report evaluation indicates that applying such
section is necessary to implement the project.
SEC. 3093. DULUTH HARBOR, MCQUADE ROAD,

MINNESOTA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Duluth Harbor, McQuade Road, Minnesota,
being carried out under section 107 of the River
and Harbor Act of 1960 (33 U.S.C. 577) and
modified by section 321 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2605), is
modified to direct the Secretary to provide pub-
lic access and recreational facilities as generally
described in the Detailed Project Report and En-
vironmental Assessment, McQuade Road Harbor
of Refuge, Duluth, Minnesota, dated August
1999.

(b) CREDIT.—The Secretary shall credit, in ac-
cordance with section 221 of the Flood Control
Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the
non-Federal share of the cost of the project for
the costs of design work carried out by the non-
Federal interest for the project before the date of
the partnership agreement for the project.

(¢c) MAXIMUM FEDERAL EXPENDITURE.—The
maximum amount of Federal funds that may be
expended for the project shall be $9,000,000.

SEC. 3094. GRAND MARAIS, MINNESOTA.

The project for navigation, Grand Marais,
Minnesota, carried out under section 107 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1960 (33 U.S.C. 577) is
modified to direct the Secretary to credit, in ac-
cordance with section 221 of the Flood Control
Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the
non-Federal share of the cost of the project the
cost of design work carried out for the project
before the date of the partnership agreement for
the project.
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SEC. 3095. GRAND PORTAGE HARBOR, MIN-
NESOTA.

The Secretary shall provide credit in accord-
ance with section 221 of the Flood Control Act
(42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b) toward the non-Federal
share of the cost of the navigation project for
Grand Portage Harbor, Minnesota, carried out
under section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of
1960 (33 U.S.C. 577), for the costs of design work
carried out for the project before the date of the
partnership agreement for the project.

SEC. 3096. GRANITE FALLS, MINNESOTA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is directed to
implement the locally preferred plan for flood
damage reduction, Granite Falls, Minnesota, at
a total cost of $12,000,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of 38,000,000 and an estimated non-
Federal cost of $4,000,000. In carrying out the
project, the Secretary shall utilize, to the extent
practicable, the existing detailed project report
dated 2002 for the project prepared under the
authority of section 205 of the Flood Control Act
of 1948 (33 U.S.C. 701s).

(b) PROJECT FINANCING.—In evaluating and
implementing the project under this section, the
Secretary shall allow the non-Federal interests
to participate in the financing of the project in
accordance with section 903(c) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4184)
if the detailed project report evaluation indi-
cates that applying such section is necessary to
implement the project.

(c) CREDIT.—The Secretary shall credit, in ac-
cordance with section 221 of the Flood Control
Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the
non-Federal share of the project the cost of de-
sign and construction work carried out by the
non-Federal interest for the project before the
date of execution of a partnership agreement for
the project.

(d) MAXIMUM  FUNDING.—The maximum
amount of Federal funds that may be expended
for the flood damage reduction shall be
$8,000,000.

SEC. 3097. KNIFE RIVER HARBOR, MINNESOTA.

The project for navigation, Harbor at Knife
River, Minnesota, authorized by section 2 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act of March 2, 1945 (59
Stat. 19), is modified to direct the Secretary to
develop a final design and prepare plans and
specifications to correct the harbor entrance and
mooring conditions at the project.

SEC. 3098. RED LAKE RIVER, MINNESOTA.

The project for flood control, Red Lake River,
Crookston, Minnesota, authorized by section
101(a)(23) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 278), is modified to include
flood protection for the adjacent and inter-
connected areas generally known as the Samp-
son and Chase/Loring neighborhoods, in accord-
ance with the feasibility report supplement for
local flood protection, Crookston, Minnesota, at
a total cost of $25,000,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $16,250,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $8,750,000.

SEC. 3099. SILVER BAY, MINNESOTA.

The project for navigation, Silver Bay, Min-
nesota, authorized by section 2 of the Rivers
and Harbors Act of March 2, 1945 (59 Stat. 19),
is modified to include operation and mainte-
nance of the general navigation facilities as a
Federal responsibility.

SEC. 3100. TACONITE HARBOR, MINNESOTA.

The project for navigation, Taconite Harbor,
Minnesota, carried out under section 107 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1960 (33 U.S.C. §77), is
modified to include operation and maintenance
of the general navigation facilities as a Federal
responsibility.

SEC. 3101. TWO HARBORS, MINNESOTA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the re-
quirements of section 107(a) of the River and
Harbor Act of 1960 (33 U.S.C. 577(a)), the project
for navigation, Two Harbors, Minnesota, being
carried out under such authority, is justified on
the basis of navigation safety.
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(b) MAXIMUM FEDERAL EXPENDITURES.—The
maximum amount of Federal funds that may be
expended for the project shall be $7,000,000.

SEC. 3102. DEER ISLAND, HARRISON COUNTY,
MISSISSIPPI.

The project for ecosystem restoration, Deer Is-
land, Harrison County, Mississippi, being car-
ried out under section 204 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1992 (33 U.S.C.
2326), is modified to authorize the non-Federal
interest to provide, in accordance with section
221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C.
1962d-5b), any portion of the non-Federal share
of the cost of the project in the form of in-kind
services and materials.

SEC. 3103. JACKSON COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI.

(a) MODIFICATION.—Section 331 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat.
305) is amended by striking ‘‘$5,000,000”° and in-
serting ““39,000,000”.

(b) APPLICABILITY OF CREDIT.—The credit
provided by section 331 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 305) (as
amended by subsection (a) of this section) shall
apply to costs incurred by the Jackson County
Board of Supervisors during the period begin-
ning on February 8, 1994, and ending on the
date of enactment of this Act for projects au-
thoriced by section 219(c)(5) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4835;
110 Stat. 3757; 113 Stat. 1494).

SEC. 3104. PEARL RIVER BASIN, MISSISSIPPI.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood dam-
age reduction, Pearl River Basin, including
Shoccoe, Mississippi, authoriced by section
401(e)(3) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4132), is modified to au-
thorize the Secretary, subject to subsection (c),
to construct the project generally in accordance
with the plan described in the ‘“‘Pearl River Wa-
tershed, Mississippi, Feasibility Study Main Re-
port, Preliminary Draft”’, dated February 2007,
at a total cost of $205,800,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $133,770,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $72,030,000.

(b) COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES.—Before
initiating construction of the project, the Sec-
retary shall compare the level of flood damage
reduction provided by the plan that maximizes
national economic development benefits of the
project and the locally preferred plan, referred
to as the LeFleur Lakes plan, to that portion of
Jackson, Mississippi and vicinity, located below
the Ross Barnett Reservoir Dam.

(¢) IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary determines
under subsection (b) that the locally preferred
plan provides a level of flood damage reduction
that is equal to or greater than the level of flood
damage reduction provided by the national eco-
nomic development plan and that the locally
preferred plan is environmentally acceptable
and technically feasible, the Secretary may con-
struct the project identified as the national eco-
nomic development plan, or the locally preferred
plan, or some combination thereof.

(2) CONSTRUCTION BY NON-FEDERAL INTER-
ESTS.—The non-Federal interest may carry out
the project under section 211 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 701b—
13).

(d) PROJECT FINANCING.—In evaluating and
implementing the project under this section, the
Secretary shall allow the non-Federal interests
to participate in the financing of the project in
accordance with section 903(c) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4184)
if the detailed project report evaluation indi-
cates that applying such section is necessary to
implement the project.

(e) NON-FEDERAL COST SHARE.—If the locally
preferred plan is selected for construction of the
project, the Federal share of the cost of the
project shall be limited to the share as provided
by law for the elements of the national economic
development plan.
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SEC. 3105. FESTUS AND CRYSTAL CITY, MISSOURI.
Section 102(b)(1) of the Water Resources De-

velopment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 282) is amended

by  striking ‘310,000,000 and inserting

““313,000,000°".

SEC. 3106. L-15 LEVEE, MISSOURI.

The portion of the L-15 levee system that is
under the jurisdiction of the Consolidated North
County Levee District and situated along the
right descending bank of the Mississippi River
from the confluence of that river with the Mis-
souri River and running upstream approxi-
mately 14 miles shall be considered to be a Fed-
eral levee for purposes of cost sharing under sec-
tion 5 of the Act of August 18, 1941 (33 U.S.C.
70In).

SEC. 3107. MONARCH-CHESTERFIELD, MISSOURI.

The project for flood damage reduction, Mon-
arch-Chesterfield, Missouri, authorized by sec-
tion 101(b)(18) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2578), is modified to
direct the Secretary to credit, in accordance
with section 221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970
(42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the non-Federal
share of the cost of the project the cost of the
planning, design, and construction work carried
out by the non-Federal interest for the project
before the date of the partnership agreement for
the project.

SEC. 3108. RIVER DES PERES, MISSOURI.

The projects for flood control, River Des
Peres, Missouri, authorized by section 101(a)(17)
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1990
(104 Stat. 4607) and section 102(13) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3668), are each modified to direct the Secretary
to credit, in accordance with section 221 of the
Flood Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b),
toward the non-Federal share of the cost of the
project the cost of work carried out by the non-
Federal interest for the project before the date of
the partnership agreement for the project.

SEC. 3109. LOWER YELLOWSTONE PROJECT, MON-
TANA.

The Secretary may use funds appropriated to
carry out the Missouri River recovery and miti-
gation program to assist the Bureau of Reclama-
tion in the design and construction of the Lower
Yellowstone project of the Bureau, Intake, Mon-
tana, for the purpose of ecosystem restoration.
SEC. 3110. YELLOWSTONE RIVER AND TRIBU-

TARIES, MONTANA AND NORTH DA-
KOTA.

(a) DEFINITION OF RESTORATION PROJECT.—In
this section, the term ‘‘restoration project’”’
means a project that will produce, in accordance
with other Federal programs, projects, and ac-
tivities, substantial ecosystem restoration and
related benefits, as determined by the Secretary.

(b) PROJECTS.—The Secretary shall carry out,
in accordance with other Federal programs,
projects, and activities, restoration projects in
the watershed of the Yellowstone River and trib-
utaries in Montana, and in North Dakota, to
produce immediate and substantial ecosystem
restoration and recreation benefits.

(c) LOCAL PARTICIPATION.—In carrying out
subsection (b), the Secretary shall—

(1) consult with, and consider the activities
being carried out by—

(A) other Federal agencies;

(B) Indian tribes;

(C) conservation districts; and

(D) the Yellowstone River Conservation Dis-
trict Council; and

(2) seek the participation of the State of Mon-
tana.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorizced to be appropriated to carry
out this section $30,000,000.

SEC. 3111. ANTELOPE CREEK, LINCOLN, NE-
BRASKA.

The project for flood damage reduction, Ante-
lope Creek, Lincoln, Nebraska, authorized by
section 101(b)(19) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2578), is modified—

(1) to direct the Secretary to credit, in accord-
ance with section 221 of the Flood Control Act
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of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the nmon-
Federal share of the cost of the project the cost
of design and construction work carried out by
the non-Federal interest for the project before
the date of the partnership agreement for the
project; and

(2) to allow the mon-Federal interest for the
project to use, and to direct the Secretary to ac-
cept, funds provided under any other Federal
program to satisfy, in whole or in part, the non-
Federal share of the project if the Federal agen-
cy that provides such funds determines that the
funds are authorized to be used to carry out the
project.

SEC. 3112. SAND CREEK WATERSHED, WAHOO, NE-
BRASKA.

The project for ecosystem restoration and
flood damage reduction, Sand Creek watershed,
Wahoo, Nebraska, authorized by section
101(b)(20) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2578), is modified—

(1) to direct the Secretary to credit, in accord-
ance with section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the non-
Federal share of the cost of the project or reim-
bursement for the costs of any work performed
by the mon-Federal interest for the project be-
fore the approval of the project partnership
agreement, including work performed by the
non-Federal interest in connection with the de-
sign and construction of 7 upstream detention
storage structures;

(2) to require that in-kind work to be credited
under paragraph (1) be subject to audit; and

(3) to direct the Secretary to accept advance
funds from the non-Federal interest as meeded
to maintain the project schedule.

SEC. 3113. WESTERN SARPY AND CLEAR CREEK,
NEBRASKA.

The project for ecosystem vrestoration and
flood damage reduction, Western Sarpy and
Clear Creek, Nebraska, authoriced by section
101(b)(21) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2578), is modified to au-
thorize the Secretary to construct the project at
a total cost of $21,664,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $14,082,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $7,582,000.

SEC. 3114. LOWER TRUCKEE RIVER, MCCARRAN
RANCH, NEVADA.

The maximum amount of Federal funds that
may be expended for the project being carried
out, as of the date of enactment of this Act,
under section 1135 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2309a) for envi-
ronmental restoration of McCarran Ranch, Ne-
vada, shall be $5,775,000.

SEC. 3115. LOWER CAPE MAY MEADOWS, CAPE
MAY POINT, NEW JERSEY.

The project for navigation mitigation, eco-
system restoration, shore protection, and hurri-
cane and storm damage reduction, Lower Cape
May Meadows, Cape May Point, New Jersey,
authoriced by section 101(a)(25) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat.
278), is modified to incorporate the project for
shoreline erosion control, Cape May Point, New
Jersey, carried out under section 5 of the Act en-
titled ‘“‘An Act authorizing Federal participation
in the cost of protecting the shores of publicly
owned property’’, approved August 13, 1946 (33
U.S.C. 426h), if the Secretary determines that
such incorporation is feasible.

SEC. 3116. PASSAIC RIVER BASIN FLOOD MANAGE-
MENT, NEW JERSEY.

The project for flood control, Passaic River,
New Jersey and New York, authoriced by sec-
tion 101(a)(18) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4607) and modified by
section 327 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2607), is modified to direct
the Secretary to include the benefits and costs of
preserving natural flood storage in any future
economic analysis of the project.

SEC. 3117. COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS, NEW
MEXICO.

The Secretary may enter into cooperative

agreements with any Indian tribe any land of
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which is located in the State of New Mezxico and
occupied by a flood control project that is
owned and operated by the Corps of Engineers
to assist in carrying out any operation or main-
tenance activity associated with the flood con-
trol project.

SEC. 3118. MIDDLE RIO GRANDE RESTORATION,

NEW MEXICO.

(a) RESTORATION PROJECTS DEFINED.—In this
section, the term ‘‘restoration project’” means a
project that will produce, consistent with other
Federal programs, projects, and activities, imme-
diate and substantial ecosystem restoration and
recreation benefits.

(b) PROJECT SELECTION.—The Secretary shall
select and shall carry out restoration projects in
the Middle Rio Grande from Cochiti Dam to the
headwaters of Elephant Butte Reservoir in the
State of New Mexico.

(c) LOCAL PARTICIPATION.—In carrying out
subsection (b), the Secretary shall consult with,
and consider the activities being carried out
by—

(1) the Middle Rio Grande Endangered Species
Act Collaborative Program; and

(2) the Bosque Improvement Group of the Mid-
dle Rio Grande Bosque Initiative.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authoriced to be appropriated
$25,000,000 to carry out this section.

SEC. 3119. BUFFALO HARBOR, NEW YORK.

The project for navigation, Buffalo Harbor,
New York, authorized by section 101 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1962 (76 Stat. 1176), is
modified to include measures to enhance public
access, at Federal cost of $500,000.

SEC. 3120. LONG ISLAND SOUND OYSTER RES-
TORATION, NEW YORK AND CON-
NECTICUT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall plan,
design, and construct projects to increase aquat-
ic habitats within Long Island Sound and adja-
cent waters, including the construction and res-
toration of oyster beds and related shellfish
habitat.

(b) COST SHARING.—The non-Federal share of
the cost of activities carried out under this sec-
tion shall be 25 percent and may be provided
through in-kind services and materials.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authoriced to be appropriated
$25,000,000 to carry out this section.

SEC. 3121. MAMARONECK AND SHELDRAKE RIV-
ERS WATERSHED MANAGEMENT,
NEW YORK.

(a) WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PLAN DEVELOP-
MENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in consulta-
tion with the State of New York and local enti-
ties, shall develop watershed management plans
for the Mamaroneck and Sheldrake River water-
shed for the purposes of evaluating existing and
new flood damage reduction and ecosystem res-
toration.

(2) EXISTING PLANS.—In developing the water-
shed management plans, the Secretary shall use
existing studies and plans, as appropriate.

(b) CRITICAL RESTORATION PROJECTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may partici-
pate in any eligible critical restoration project in
the Mamaroneck and Sheldrake Rivers water-
shed in accordance with the watershed manage-
ment plans developed under subsection (a).

(2) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—A critical restoration
project shall be eligible for assistance under this
section if the project—

(A) meets the purposes described in the water-
shed management plans developed under Ssub-
section (a); and

(B) with respect to the Mamaroneck and
Sheldrake Rivers watershed in New York, con-
sists of flood damage reduction or ecosystem res-
toration through—

(i) bank stabilization of the mainstem, tribu-
taries, and streams;

(ii) wetland restoration;

(iii) soil and water conservation;
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(iv) restoration of natural flows;

(v) restoration of stream stability;

(vi) structural and nonstructural flood dam-
age reduction measures; or

(vii) any other project or activity the Sec-
retary determines to be appropriate.

(c) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—In carrying
out this section, the Secretary may enter into
one or more cooperative agreements to provide
financial assistance to appropriate Federal,
State, or local governments or monprofit agen-
cies, including assistance for the implementation
of projects to be carried out under subsection
().
(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $30,000,000, to remain available
until expended.

SEC. 3122. ORCHARD BEACH, BRONX, NEW YORK.

Section 554 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3781) is amended by
striking ‘“‘maximum Federal cost of $5,200,000
and inserting ‘‘total cost of $20,000,000’".

SEC. 3123. PORT OF NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY,
NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY.

The navigation project, Port of New York and
New Jersey, New York and New Jersey, author-
ized by section 101(a)(2) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2576), is
modified—

(1) to authorize the Secretary to allow the
non-Federal interest to construct a temporary
dredged material storage facility to receive
dredged material from the project if—

(A) the non-Federal interest submits, in writ-
ing, a list of potential sites for the temporary
storage facility to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Committee on Environment and
Public Works of the Senate, and the Secretary
at least 180 days before the selection of the final
site; and

(B) at least 70 percent of the dredged material
generated in connection with the project suit-
able for beneficial reuse will be used at sites in
the State of New Jersey to the extent that there
are sufficient sites available; and

(2) to direct the Secretary to credit, in accord-
ance with section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the non-
Federal share of the cost of the project the cost
of construction of the temporary storage facility
for the project.

SEC. 3124. NEW YORK STATE CANAL SYSTEM.

Section 553(c) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3781) is amended to
read as follows:

“(c) NEW YORK STATE CANAL SYSTEM DE-
FINED.—In this section, the term ‘New York
State Canal System’ means the 524 miles of navi-
gable canal that comprise the New York State
Canal System, including the Erie, Cayuga-Sen-
eca, Oswego, and Champlain Canals and the
historic alignments of these canals, including
the cities of Albany, Rochester, and Buffalo.”.
SEC. 3125. SUSQUEHANNA RIVER AND UPPER

DELAWARE RIVER WATERSHED MAN-
AGEMENT, NEW YORK.

(a) WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PLAN DEVELOP-
MENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in consulta-
tion with the State of New York, the Delaware
or Susquehanna River Basin Commission, as ap-
propriate, and local entities, shall develop wa-
tershed management plans for the Susquehanna
River watershed in New York State and the
Upper Delaware River watershed for the pur-
poses of evaluating existing and new flood dam-
age reduction and ecosystem restoration.

(2) EXISTING PLANS.—In developing the water-
shed management plans, the Secretary shall use
existing studies and plans, as appropriate.

(b) CRITICAL RESTORATION PROJECTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may partici-
pate in any eligible critical restoration project in
the Susquehanna River or Upper Delaware Riv-
ers in accordance with the watershed manage-
ment plans developed under subsection (a).

H9085

(2) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—A critical restoration
project shall be eligible for assistance under this
section if the project—

(A) meets the purposes described in the water-
shed management plans developed under sub-
section (a); and

(B) with respect to the Susquehanna River or
Upper Delaware River watershed in New York,
consists of flood damage reduction or eco-
system restoration through—

(i) bank stabilization of the mainstem, tribu-
taries, and streams;

(ii) wetland restoration;

(iii) soil and water conservation;

(iv) restoration of natural flows;

(v) restoration of stream stability;

(vi) structural and monstructural flood dam-
age reduction measures; or

(vii) any other project or activity the Sec-
retary determines to be appropriate.

(c) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—In carrying
out this section, the Secretary may enter into 1
or more cooperative agreements to provide fi-
nancial assistance to appropriate Federal, State,
or local governments or nonprofit agencies, in-
cluding assistance for the implementation of
projects to be carried out under subsection (b).

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $30,000,000, to remain available
until expended.

SEC. 3126. MISSOURI RIVER RESTORATION,
NORTH DAKOTA.

Section 707(a) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2699) is amended in
the first sentence by striking ‘‘$5,000,000 and
all that follows through ‘2005 and inserting
‘$25,000,000.

SEC. 3127. WAHPETON, NORTH DAKOTA.

The maximum amount of Federal funds that
may be allotted for the project for flood damage
reduction, Wahpeton, North Dakota, being car-
ried out under section 205 of the Flood Control
Act of 1948 (33 U.S.C. 701s), shall be $12,000,000.
SEC. 3128. OHIO.

Section 594 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 381) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (f) and (g) as
subsections (g) and (h), respectively; and

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing:

“(f) NONPROFIT ENTITIES.—In accordance
with section 221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970
(42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), a non-Federal interest for
any project carried out under this section may
include a nonprofit entity, with the consent of
the affected local government.”’.

SEC. 3129. LOWER GIRARD LAKE DAM, GIRARD,
OHIO.

Section 507 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3758) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘““(a) IN GENERAL.—’ before
“The Secretary’’;

(2) in paragraph (1) of subsection (a) (as des-
ignated by paragraph (1) of this subsection)—

(4) by striking “Repair and rehabilitation”
and all that follows through ““Ohio’’ and insert-
ing ‘““‘Correction of structural deficiencies of the
Lower Girard Lake Dam, Girard, Ohio, and the
appurtenant features to meet the dam safety
standards of the State of Ohio’’; and

(B) by striking ‘32,500,000 and
““$16,000,000"’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘““(b) SPECIAL RULES.—The project for Lower
Girard Lake Dam, Girard, Ohio, authorized by
subsection (a)(1) is justified on the basis of pub-
lic safety.”.

SEC. 3130. MAHONING RIVER, OHIO.

In carrying out the project for environmental
dredging, authorized by section 312(f)(4) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1990 (33
U.S.C. 1272(f)(4)), the Secretary is directed to
credit, in accordance with section 221 of the
Flood Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b),
toward the non-Federal share of the cost of the

inserting



H9086

project the cost of work carried out by the non-
Federal interest for the project before the date of
the partnership agreement for the project.

SEC. 3131. ARCADIA LAKE, OKLAHOMA.

Payments made by the city of Edmond, Okla-
homa, to the Secretary in October 1999 of all
costs associated with present and future water
storage costs at Arcadia Lake, Oklahoma, under
Arcadia Lake Water Storage Contract Number
DACWS56-79-C-0072 shall satisfy the obligations
of the city under that contract.

SEC. 3132. ARKANSAS RIVER CORRIDOR, OKLA-
HOMA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is authorized
to participate in the ecosystem restoration,
recreation, and flood damage reduction compo-
nents of the Arkansas River Corridor Master
Plan dated October 2005. The Secretary shall co-
ordinate with appropriate representatives in the
vicinity of Tulsa, Oklahoma, including rep-
resentatives of Tulsa County and surrounding
communities and the Indian Nations Council of
Governments.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authoriced to be appropriated
$50,000,000 to carry out this section.

SEC. 3133. LAKE EUFAULA, OKLAHOMA.

(a) PROJECT GOAL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The goal for operation of
Lake Eufaula, Oklahoma, shall be to maximize
the use of available storage in a balanced ap-
proach that incorporates advice from represent-
atives from all the project purposes to ensure
that the full value of the reservoir is realized by
the United States.

(2) RECOGNITION OF PURPOSE.—To achieve the
goal described in paragraph (1), recreation is
recognized as a project purpose at Lake
Eufaula, pursuant to section 4 of the Flood
Control Act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 889).

(b) LAKE EUFAULA ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with the Fed-
eral Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.),
the Secretary shall establish an advisory com-
mittee for the Lake Eufaula, Canadian River,
Oklahoma project authorized by the first section
of the River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946 (60
Stat. 635).

(2) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the committee
shall be advisory only.

(3) DUTIES.—The committee shall provide in-
formation and recommendations to the Corps of
Engineers regarding the operations of Lake
Eufaula for the project purposes for Lake
Eufaula.

(4) COMPOSITION.—The Committee shall be
composed of members that equally represent the
project purposes for Lake Eufaula.

(¢) REALLOCATION STUDY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the appropriation
of funds, the Secretary shall perform a realloca-
tion study, at Federal expense, to develop and
present recommendations concerning the best
value, while minimizing ecological damages, for
current and future use of the Lake Eufaula
storage capacity for the authorized project pur-
poses of flood control, water supply, hydro-
electric power, navigation, fish and wildlife,
and recreation.

(2) FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION.—The re-
allocation study shall take into consideration
the recommendations of the Lake Eufaula Advi-
sory Committee.

(d) POOL MANAGEMENT PLAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year after
the date of enactment of this Act, to the extent
feasible within available project funds and sub-
ject to the completion and approval of the re-
allocation study under subsection (c), the Tulsa
district engineer, taking into consideration rec-
ommendations of the Lake Eufaula Advisory
Committee, shall develop an interim manage-
ment plan that accommodates all project pur-
poses for Lake Eufaula.

(2) MODIFICATIONS.—A modification of the
plan under paragraph (1) shall not cause Sig-
nificant adverse impacts on any existing permit,
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lease, license, contract, public law, or project

purpose, including flood control operation, re-

lating to Lake Eufaula.

SEC. 3134. OKLAHOMA LAKES DEMONSTRATION
PROGRAM, OKLAHOMA.

(a) IMPLEMENTATION OF PROGRAM.—Not later
than one year after the date of enactment of
this Act, the Secretary shall implement an inno-
vative program at the lakes located primarily in
the State of Oklahoma that are a part of an au-
thorized civil works project under the adminis-
trative jurisdiction of the Corps of Engineers for
the purpose of demonstrating the benefits of en-
hanced recreation facilities and activities at
those lakes.

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—In implementing the pro-
gram under subsection (a), the Secretary, con-
sistent with authorized project purposes, shall—

(1) pursue strategies that will enhance, to the
mazximum extent practicable, recreation experi-
ences at the lakes included in the program;

(2) use creative management strategies that
optimize recreational activities; and

(3) ensure continued public access to recre-
ation areas located on or associated with the
civil works project.

(c) GUIDELINES.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall issue guidelines for the implementation of
this section, to be developed in coordination
with the State of Oklahoma.

(d) REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall submit to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure of
the House of Representatives a report describing
the results of the program under subsection (a).

(2) INCLUSIONS.—The report under paragraph
(1) shall include a description of the projects
undertaken under the program, including—

(4) an estimate of the change in any related
recreational opportunities;

(B) a description of any leases entered into,
including the parties involved; and

(C) the financial conditions that the Corps of
Engineers used to justify those leases.

(3) AVAILABILITY TO PUBLIC.—The Secretary
shall make the report available to the public in
electronic and written formats.

(e) TERMINATION.—The authority provided by
this section shall terminate on the date that is
10 years after the date of enactment of this Act.
SEC. 3135. OTTAWA COUNTY, OKLAHOMA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authoriced to be
appropriated $30,000,000 for the purposes set
forth in subsection (b).

(b) PURPOSES.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, funds appropriated under sub-
section (a) may be used for the purpose of—

(1) the buyout of properties and permanently
relocating residents and businesses in or near
Picher, Cardin, and Hockerville, Oklahoma,
from areas determined by the State of Oklahoma
to be at risk of damage caused by land subsid-
ence and remaining properties; and

(2) providing funding to the State of Okla-
homa to buyout properties and permanently re-
locate residents and businesses of Picher,
Cardin, and Hockerville, Oklahoma, from areas
determined by the State of Oklahoma to be at
risk of damage caused by land subsidence and
remaining properties.

(c) LIMITATION.—The use of funds in accord-
ance with subsection (b) shall not be considered
to be part of a federally assisted program or
project for purposes of Public Law 91-646 (42
U.S.C. 4601 et seq.), consistent with section 2301
of Public Law 109-234 (120 Stat. 455).

(d) CONSISTENCY WITH STATE PROGRAM.—Any
actions taken under subsection (b) shall be con-
sistent with the relocation program in the State
of Oklahoma under 27A O.S. Supp. 2006, sec-
tions 2201 et seq.

(e) CONSIDERATION OF REMEDIAL ACTION.—
The Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
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tion Agency shall consider, without delay, a re-
medial action under the Comprehensive Envi-
ronmental Response, Compensation, and Liabil-
ity Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.) for the
Tar Creek, Oklahoma, National Priorities List
site that includes permanent relocation of resi-
dents consistent with the program currently
being administered by the State of Oklahoma.
Such relocation shall not be subject to the Uni-
form Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 4601
et seq.).

(f) ESTIMATING COSTS.—In estimating and
comparing the cost of a remedial alternative for
the Tar Creek Oklahoma, National Priorities
List site that includes the permanent relocation
of residents, the Administrator shall not include
the cost of compliance with the Uniform Reloca-
tion Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 4601 et seq.).

(9) EFFECT OF CERTAIN REMEDIES.—Inclusion
of subsidence remedies, such as permanent relo-
cation within any remedial action, shall not
preempt, alter, or delay the right of any sov-
ereign entity, including any State or tribal gov-
ernment, to seek remedies, including abatement,
for land subsidence and subsidence risks under
State law.

(h) AMENDMENT.—Section 111 of Public Law
108-137 (117 Stat. 1835) is amended—

(1) by adding at the end of subsection (a) the
following: “‘Such activities also may include the
provision of financial assistance to facilitate the
buy out of properties located in areas identified
by the State as areas that are or will be at risk
of damage caused by land subsidence and asso-
ciated properties otherwise identified by the
State. Any buyout of such properties shall not
be considered to be part of a federally assisted
program or project for purposes of Public Law
91-646 (42 U.S.C. 4601 et seq.), consistent with
section 2301 of Public Law 109-234 (120 Stat.
455-456).”’; and

(2) by striking the first sentence of subsection
(d) and inserting the following: ‘‘Non-Federal
interests shall be responsible for operating and
maintaining any restoration alternatives con-
structed or carried out pursuant to this sec-
tion.”’.

SEC. 3136. RED RIVER CHLORIDE CONTROL,
OKLAHOMA AND TEXAS.

The project for water quality control in the
Arkansas and Red River Basin, Texas, Okla-
homa, and Kansas, authorized by section 203 of
the Flood Control Act of 1966 (80 Stat. 1420) and
modified by section 1107(a) of the Water Re-
sources Development A of 1986 (100 Stat. 4229) is
further modified to direct the Secretary to pro-
vide operation and maintenance for the Red
River Chloride Control project, Oklahoma and
Texas, at Federal expense.

SEC. 3137. WAURIKA LAKE, OKLAHOMA.

The remaining obligation of the Waurika
Project Master Conservancy District payable to
the United States Government in the amounts,
rates of interest, and payment schedules—

(1) is set at the amounts, rates of interest, and
payment schedules that existed on June 3, 1986,
with respect to the project for Waurika Lake,
Oklahoma; and

(2) may not be adjusted, altered, or changed
without a specific, separate, and written agree-
ment between the District and the United
States.

SEC. 3138. UPPER WILLAMETTE RIVER WATER-
SHED ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION,
OREGON.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall conduct
studies and ecosystem restoration projects for
the upper Willamette River watershed from Al-
bany, Oregon, to the headwaters of the Willam-
ette River and tributaries.

(b) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall carry
out ecosystem restoration projects under this
section for the Upper Willamette River water-
shed in consultation with the Governor of the
State of Oregon, the heads of appropriate In-
dian tribes, the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service,
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the National Marine Fisheries Service, the Bu-
reau of Land Management, the Forest Service,
and local entities.

(c) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—In carrying out
ecosystem restoration projects under this sec-
tion, the Secretary shall undertake activities
necessary to protect, monitor, and restore fish
and wildlife habitat.

(d) PRIORITY.—In carrying out this section,
the Secretary shall give priority to a project to
restore the millrace in Eugene, Oregon, and
shall include moneconomic benefits associated
with the historical significance of the millrace
and associated with preservation and enhance-
ment of resources in evaluating the benefits of
the project.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $15,000,000.

SEC. 3139. DELAWARE RIVER, PENNSYLVANIA,
NEW JERSEY, AND DELAWARE.

The Secretary may remove debris from the
project for navigation, Delaware River, Penn-
sylvania, New Jersey, and Delaware, Philadel-
phia to the Sea.

SEC. 3140. RAYSTOWN LAKE, PENNSYLVANIA.

The Secretary may take such action as may be
necessary, including construction of a break-
water, to prevent shoreline erosion between .07
and 2.7 miles south of Pennsylvania State Route
994 on the east shore of Raystown Lake, Penn-
sylvania.
SEC. 3141. SHERADEN PARK STREAM AND
CHARTIERS CREEK, ALLEGHENY
COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA.

The project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Sheraden Park Stream and Chartiers Creek, Al-
legheny County, Pennsylvania, being carried
out under section 206 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2330), is
modified to direct the Secretary to credit, in ac-
cordance with section 221 of the Flood Control
Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), up to $400,000
toward the non-Federal share of the cost of the
project for planning and design work carried
out by the mon-Federal interest for the project
before the date of the partnership agreement for
the project.

SEC. 3142. SOLOMON’S CREEK, WILKES-BARRE,
PENNSYLVANIA.

The project for flood control, Wyoming Valley,
Pennsylvania, authorized by section 401(a) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4124), is modified to include as a
project element the project for flood control for
Solomon’s Creek, Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania.
SEC. 3143. SOUTH CENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA.

Section 313 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4845; 109 Stat. 407;
110 Stat. 3723; 113 Stat. 310; 117 Stat. 142) is
amended—

(1) in  subsection (g)(1) by  striking
“$180,000,000°" and inserting ‘$200,000,000"’; and

(2) in subsection (h)(2) by striking ‘Alle-
gheny, Armstrong, Beford, Blair, Cambria,
Clearfield, Fayette, Franklin, Fulton, Greene,
Huntingdon, Indiana, Juniata, Mifflin, Som-
erset, Snyder, Washington, and Westmoreland
Counties’ and inserting ‘‘Allegheny, Armstrong,
Bedford, Blair, Cambria, Fayette, Franklin,
Fulton, Greene, Huntingdon, Indiana, Juniata,
Somerset, Washington, and Westmoreland
Counties”.

SEC. 3144. WYOMING VALLEY, PENNSYLVANIA.

In carrying out the project for flood control,
Wyoming Valley, Pennsylvania, authorized by
section 401(a) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4124), the Secretary
shall coordinate with non-Federal interests to
review opportunities for increased public access.
SEC. 3145. NARRAGANSETT BAY, RHODE ISLAND.

The Secretary may use amounts in the Envi-
ronmental Restoration Account, Formerly Used
Defense Sites, under section 2703(a)(5) of title
10, United States Code, for the removal of aban-
doned marine camels at any formerly used de-
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fense site under the jurisdiction of the Depart-
ment of Defense that is undergoing (or is sched-
uled to wundergo) environmental remediation
under chapter 160 of title 10, United States Code
(and other provisions of law), in Narragansett
Bay, Rhode Island, in accordance with the
Corps of Engineers prioritication process under
the Formerly Used Defense Sites program.

SEC. 3146. MISSOURI RIVER RESTORATION,

SOUTH DAKOTA.

(a) MEMBERSHIP.—Section 904(b)(1)(B) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 2000 (114
Stat. 2708) is amended—

(1) in clause (vii) by striking ‘“‘and’ at the
end;

(2) by redesignating clause (viii) as clause (ix);
and

(3) by inserting after clause (vii) the fol-
lowing:

“(viii) rural water systems; and’’.

(b) REAUTHORIZATION.—Section 907(a) of such
Act (114 Stat. 2712) is amended in the first sen-
tence by striking ‘2005’ and inserting “2010°.
SEC. 3147. CEDAR BAYOU, TEXAS.

(a) CREDIT FOR PLANNING AND DESIGN.—The
project for navigation, Cedar Bayou, Texas, re-
authorized by section 349(a)(2) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2632),
is modified to direct the Secretary to credit, in
accordance with section 221 of the Flood Control
Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the
non-Federal share of the cost of the project the
cost of planning and design work carried out by
the non-Federal interest for the project before
the date of the partnership agreement for the
project.

(b) COST SHARING.—Cost sharing for construc-
tion and operation and maintenance of the
project shall be determined in accordance with
section 101 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2211).

(c) PROJECT FOR  NAVIGATION.—Section
349(a)(2) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2632) is amended by strik-
ing ‘12 feet deep by 125 feet wide’’ and inserting
“that is 10 feet deep by 100 feet wide’’.

SEC. 3148. FREEPORT HARBOR, TEXAS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Freeport Harbor, Texas, authoriced by section
101 of the River and Harbor Act of 1970 (84 Stat.
1818), is modified to provide that—

(1) all project costs incurred as a result of the
discovery of the sunken vessel COMSTOCK of
the Corps of Engineers are a Federal responsi-
bility; and

(2) the Secretary shall not seek further obliga-
tion or responsibility for removal of the vessel
COMSTOCK, or costs associated with a delay
due to the discovery of the sunken vessel COM-
STOCK, from the Port of Freeport.

(b) COST SHARING.—This section does not af-
fect the authorized cost sharing for the balance
of the project described in subsection (a).

SEC. 3149. LAKE KEMP, TEXAS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may not take
any legal or administrative action seeking to re-
move a Lake Kemp improvement before the ear-
lier of January 1, 2020, or the date of any trans-
fer of ownership of the improvement occurring
after the date of enactment of this Act.

(b) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—The United
States, or any of its officers, agents, or assign-
ees, shall not be liable for any injury, loss, or
damage accruing to the owners of a Lake Kemp
improvement, their lessees, or occupants as a re-
sult of any flooding or inundation of such im-
provements by the waters of the Lake Kemp res-
ervoir, or for such injury, loss, or damage as
may occur through the operation and mainte-
nance of the Lake Kemp dam and reservoir in
any manner.

(¢c) LAKE KEMP IMPROVEMENT DEFINED.—In
this section, the term ‘‘Lake Kemp improve-
ment’’ means an improvement (including dwell-
ings) located within the flowage easement of
Lake Kemp, Texas, below elevation 1159 feet
mean sea level.
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SEC. 3150. LOWER RIO GRANDE BASIN, TEXAS.

The project for flood control, Lower Rio
Grande Basin, Texas, authorized by section
401(a) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (100 Stat. 4125), is modified—

(1) to include as part of the project flood pro-
tection works to reroute drainage to
Raymondville Drain constructed by the mnon-
Federal interests in Hidalgo County in the vi-
cinity of Edinburg, Tezxas, if the Secretary deter-
mines that such work is feasible;

(2) to direct the Secretary to credit, in accord-
ance with section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the non-
Federal share of the cost of the project the cost
of planning, design, and construction work car-
ried out by the non-Federal interest for the
project before the date of the partnership agree-
ment for the project; and

(3) to direct the Secretary in calculating the
non-Federal share of the cost of the project, to
make a determination, within 180 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, under section
103(m) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213(m)) on the mon-Federal
interest’s ability to pay.

SEC. 3151. NORTH PADRE ISLAND, CORPUS
CHRISTI BAY, TEXAS.

The project for ecosystem restoration and
storm damage reduction, North Padre Island,
Corpus Christi Bay, Texas, authoriced by sec-
tion 556 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 353), is modified to include
recreation as a project purpose.

SEC. 3152. PAT MAYSE LAKE, TEXAS.

The Secretary is directed to accept from the
city of Paris, Texas, 33,461,432 as payment in
full of monies owed to the United States for
water supply storage space in Pat Mayse Lake,
Texas, wunder contract number DA-34-066—
CIVENG-65-1272, including accrued interest.
SEC. 3153. PROCTOR LAKE, TEXAS.

The Secretary is authorized to purchase fee
simple title to all properties located within the
boundaries, and necessary for the operation, of
the Proctor Lake project, Texas, authorized by
section 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1954 (68
Stat. 1259).

SEC. 3154. SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL, SAN ANTO-
NIO, TEXAS.

The project for flood control, San Antonio
Channel, Texas, authorized by section 203 of the
Flood Control Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 1259) as part
of the comprehensive plan for flood protection
on the Guadalupe and San Antonio Rivers in
Texas and modified by section 103 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1976 (90 Stat.
2921) and section 335 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2611), is modi-
fied to authorize the Secretary to credit, in ac-
cordance with section 221 of the Flood Control
Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the
non-Federal share of the cost of the project the
cost of design and construction work carried out
by the non-Federal interest for the project.

SEC. 3155. CONNECTICUT RIVER RESTORATION,
VERMONT.

Notwithstanding section 221 of the Flood Con-
trol Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), as in effect
on August 5, 2005, with respect to the study en-
titled ‘‘Connecticut River Restoration Author-
ity”’, dated May 23, 2001, a nonprofit entity may
act as the non-Federal interest for purposes of
carrying out the activities described in the
agreement executed between The Nature Conser-
vancy and the Department of the Army on Au-
gust 5, 2005.

SEC. 3156. DAM REMEDIATION, VERMONT.

Section 543 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2673) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2) by striking ‘“‘and’ at
the end;

(2) in subsection (a)(3) by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘; and’’;

(3) by adding at the end of subsection (a) the
following:
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‘“(4) may carry out measures to restore, pro-
tect, and preserve an ecosystem affected by a
dam described in subsection (b).”’; and

(4) by adding at the end of subsection (b) the
following:

“(11) Camp Wapanacki, Hardwick.

‘“(12) Star Lake Dam, Mt. Holly.

“(13) Curtis Pond, Calais.

““(14) Weathersfield Reservoir, Springfield.

““(15) Burr Pond, Sudbury.

‘(16) Maidstone Lake, Guildhall.

““(17) Upper and Lower Hurricane Dam.

““(18) Lake Fairlee.

““(19) West Charleston Dam.

““(20) White River, Sharon.’’.

SEC. 3157. LAKE CHAMPLAIN EURASIAN MILFOIL,
WATER CHESTNUT, AND OTHER NON-
NATIVE PLANT CONTROL, VERMONT.

Under authority of section 104 of the River
and Harbor Act of 1958 (33 U.S.C. 610), the Sec-
retary may revise the existing General Design
Memorandum to permit the use of chemical
means of control, when appropriate, of Eur-
asian milfoil, water chestnuts, and other non-
native plants in the Lake Champlain basin,
Vermont.

SEC. 3158. UPPER CONNECTICUT RIVER BASIN
WETLAND RESTORATION, VERMONT
AND NEW HAMPSHIRE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in coopera-
tion with the States of Vermont and New Hamp-
shire, shall carry out a study and develop a
strategy for the use of wetland restoration, soil
and water conservation practices, and non-
structural measures to reduce flood damage, im-
prove water quality, and create wildlife habitat
in the Upper Connecticut River watershed.

(b) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—In  con-
ducting the study and developing the strategy
under this section, the Secretary may enter into
one or more cooperative agreements to provide
technical assistance to appropriate Federal,
State, and local agencies and nonprofit organi-
zations with wetland restoration experience.
Such assistance may include assistance for the
implementation of wetland restoration projects
and soil and water conservation measures.

(c) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary shall
carry out development and implementation of
the strategy under this section in cooperation
with local landowners and local government of-
ficials.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $5,000,000, to remain available
until expended.

SEC. 3159. UPPER CONNECTICUT RIVER BASIN
ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION,
VERMONT AND NEW HAMPSHIRE.

(a) GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN DEVELOP-
MENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in coopera-
tion with the Secretary of Agriculture and in
consultation with the States of Vermont and
New Hampshire and the Connecticut River Joint
Commission, shall conduct a study and develop
a general management plan for ecosystem res-
toration of the Upper Connecticut River eco-
system for the purposes of—

(A) habitat protection and restoration;

(B) streambank stabilization;

(C) restoration of stream stability;

(D) water quality improvement;

(E) aquatic nuisance species control;

(F) wetland restoration;

(G) fish passage; and

(H) natural flow restoration.

(2) EXISTING PLANS.—In developing the gen-
eral management plan, the Secretary shall de-
pend heavily on existing plans for the restora-
tion of the Upper Connecticut River.

(b) CRITICAL RESTORATION PROJECTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may partici-
pate in any critical restoration project in the
Upper Connecticut River basin in accordance
with the general management plan developed
under subsection (a).

(2) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—A critical restoration
project shall be eligible for assistance under this
section if the project—
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(A) meets the purposes described in the gen-
eral management plan developed under sub-
section (a); and

(B) with respect to the Upper Connecticut
River and Upper Connecticut River watershed,
consists of—

(i) bank stabilication of the main stem, tribu-
taries, and streams;

(ii) wetland restoration and migratory bird
habitat restoration;

(iii) soil and water conservation;

(iv) restoration of natural flows;

(v) restoration of stream stability;

(vi) implementation of an intergovernmental
agreement for coordinating ecosystem restora-
tion, fish passage installation, streambank sta-
bilization, wetland restoration, habitat protec-
tion and restoration, or natural flow restora-
tion;

(vii) water quality improvement;

(viii) aquatic nuisance species control;

(ix) improvements in fish migration; and

(x) conduct of any other project or activity de-
termined to be appropriate by the Secretary.

(c) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—In carrying
out this section, the Secretary may enter into
one or more cooperative agreements to provide
financial assistance to appropriate Federal,
State, or local governments or nonprofit agen-
cies. Such assistance may include assistance for
the implementation of projects to be carried out
under subsection (b).

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $20,000,000. Such sums shall re-
main available until expended.

SEC. 3160. LAKE CHAMPLAIN WATERSHED,
VERMONT AND NEW YORK.

Section 542 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2671) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(2)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘or”’ at the end of subpara-
graph (D);

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (E) as sub-
paragraph (G); and

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (D) the
following:

‘“(E) river corridor assessment, protection,
management, and restoration for the purposes of
ecosystem restoration;

‘““(F) geographic mapping conducted by the
Secretary using existing technical capacity to
produce a high-resolution, multispectral satellite
imagery-based land use and cover data set; or’’;

(2) in subsection (e)(2)(A)—

(A) by striking ‘‘The non-Federal’ and insert-
ing the following:

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The non-Federal’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:

““(ii) APPROVAL OF DISTRICT ENGINEER.—Ap-
proval of credit for design work of less than
$100,000 shall be determined by the appropriate
district engineer.’’;

(3) in subsection (e)(2)(C) by striking “up to 50
percent of”’; and

(4) in subsection (g) by striking ‘‘$20,000,000”
and inserting ‘‘332,000,000".

SEC. 3161. SANDBRIDGE BEACH, VIRGINIA BEACH,
VIRGINIA.

The project for beach erosion control and hur-
ricane protection, Sandbridge Beach, Virginia
Beach, Virginia, authorized by section 101(22) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1992
(106 Stat. 4804) and modified by section 338 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 2000
(114 Stat. 2612), is modified to authorize the Sec-
retary to review the project to determine wheth-
er any additional Federal interest exists with re-
spect to the project, taking into consideration
conditions and development levels relating to
the project in existence on the date of enactment
of this Act.

SEC. 3162. TANGIER ISLAND SEAWALL, VIRGINIA.

Section 577(a) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3789) is amended
by striking ‘‘at a total cost of $1,200,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $900,000 and an esti-
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mated non-Federal cost of $300,000.”” and insert-
ing ‘“‘at a total cost of $3,600,000.”".
SEC. 3163. DUWAMISH/GREEN, WASHINGTON.

The project for ecosystem  restoration,
Duwamish/Green, Washington, authoriced by
section 101(b)(26) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2579), is modified—

(1) to direct the Secretary to credit, in accord-
ance with section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward the non-
Federal share of the cost of the project the cost
of work carried out by the non-Federal interest
for the project before the date of the partnership
agreement for the project; and

(2) to authorice the non-Federal interest to
provide any portion of the non-Federal share of
the cost of the project in the form of in-kind
services and materials.

SEC. 3164. MCNARY LOCK AND DAM, MCNARY NA-
TIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE, WASH-
INGTON AND IDAHO.

(a) TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURISDIC-
TION.—Administrative jurisdiction over the land
acquired for the McNary Lock and Dam project
and managed by the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service under cooperative agreement
number DACW68-4-00-13 with the Corps of En-
gineers, Walla Walla District, is transferred
from the Secretary to the Secretary of the Inte-
rior.

(b) EASEMENTS.—The transfer of administra-
tive jurisdiction under paragraph (1) shall be
subject to easements in existence as of the date
of enactment of this Act on land subject to the
transfer.

(c) RIGHTS OF SECRETARY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-
paragraph (C), the Secretary shall retain rights
described in subparagraph (B) with respect to
the land for which administrative jurisdiction is
transferred under paragraph (1).

(2) RIGHTS.—The rights of the Secretary re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) are the rights—

(A) to flood land described in subsection (a) to
the standard project flood elevation;

(B) to manipulate the level of the McNary
project pool;

(C) to access land described in subsection (a)
as may be required to install, maintain, and in-
spect sediment ranges and carry out similar ac-
tivities;

(D) to construct and develop wetland, ripar-
ian habitat, or other environmental restoration
features authorized by section 1135 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
2309a) and section 206 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2330);

(E) to dredge and deposit fill materials; and

(F) to carry out management actions for the
purpose of reducing the take of juvenile
salmonids by avian colonies that inhabit, before,
on, or after the date of enactment of this Act,
any island included in the land described in
subsection (a).

(3) COORDINATION.—Before exercising a right
described in any of subparagraphs (C) through
(F) of paragraph (2), the Secretary shall coordi-
nate the exercise with the Director of the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service.

(d) MANAGEMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The land described in sub-
section (a) shall be managed by the Secretary of
the Interior as part of the McNary National
Wildlife Refuge.

(2) CUMMINS PROPERTY.—

(A) RETENTION OF CREDITS.—Habitat wunit
credits described in the memorandum entitled
“Design Memorandum No. 6, LOWER SNAKE
RIVER FISH AND WILDLIFE COMPENSA-
TION PLAN, Wildlife Compensation and Fish-
ing Access Site Selection, Letter Supplement No.
15, SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE
WALLULA HMU” provided for the Lower
Snake River Fish and Wildlife Compensation
Plan through development of the parcel of land
formerly known as the ‘‘Cummins property’’
shall be retained by the Secretary despite any
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changes in management of the parcel on or after
the date of enactment of this Act.

(B) SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN.—The Director
shall obtain prior approval of the Washington
State department of fish and wildlife for any
change to the previously approved site develop-
ment plan for the parcel of land formerly known
as the “Cummins property’’.

(3) MADAME DORIAN RECREATION AREA.—The
Director shall continue operation of the Ma-
dame Dorian Recreation Area for public use and
boater access.

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—The Director
shall be responsible for all survey, environ-
mental compliance, and other administrative
costs required to implement the transfer of ad-
ministrative jurisdiction under subsection (a).
SEC. 3165. SNAKE RIVER PROJECT, WASHINGTON

AND IDAHO.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The fish and wildlife com-
pensation plan for the Lower Snake River,
Washington and Idaho, as authorized by section
102 of the Water Resources Development Act of
1976 (90 Stat. 2921), is amended to authorizce the
Secretary to conduct studies and implement
aquatic and riparian ecosystem restorations and
improvements specifically for fisheries and wild-
life.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated $5,000,000
to carry out this section.

SEC. 3166. YAKIMA RIVER, PORT OF SUNNYSIDE,
WASHINGTON.

The project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Yakima River, Port of Sunnyside, Washington,
being carried out under section 206 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C.
2330), is modified to direct the Secretary to cred-
it, in accordance with section 221 of the Flood
Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b), toward
the non-Federal share of the cost of the project
the cost of work carried out by the non-Federal
interest for the project before the date of the
partnership agreement for the project.

SEC. 3167. BLUESTONE LAKE, OHIO RIVER BASIN,
WEST VIRGINIA.

Section 102(ff) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4810, 110 Stat. 3726,
113 Stat. 312) is amended to read as follows:

“(ff) BLUESTONE LAKE, OHIO RIVER BASIN,
WEST VIRGINIA.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood con-
trol, Bluestone Lake, Ohio River Basin, West
Virginia, authoriced by section 4 of the Flood
Control Act of 1938 (52 Stat. 1217) is modified to
direct the Secretary to implement Plan C/G, as
defined in the Evaluation Report of the District
Engineer dated December 1996, to prohibit the
release of drift and debris into waters down-
stream of the project (other than organic matter
necessary to maintain and enhance the biologi-
cal resources of such waters and such nonobtru-
sive items of debris as may not be economically
feasible to prevent being released through such
project), including measures to prevent the ac-
cumulation of drift and debris at the project, the
collection and removal of drift and debris on the
segment of the New River upstream of the
project, and the removal (through use of tem-
porary or permanent systems) and disposal of
accumulated drift and debris at Bluestone Dam.

““(2) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT.—In carrying
out the downstream cleanup under the plan re-
ferred to in paragraph (1), the Secretary may
enter into a cooperative agreement with the
West Virginia department of environmental pro-
tection for the department to carry out the
cleanup, including contracting and procurement
services, contract administration and manage-
ment, transportation and disposal of collected
materials, and disposal fees.

““(3) INITIAL CLEANUP.—The Secretary may
provide the West Virginia department of envi-
ronmental protection up to $150,000 from funds
previously appropriated for this purpose for the
Federal share of the costs of the initial cleanup
under the plan.”.
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SEC. 3168. GREENBRIER RIVER BASIN, WEST VIR-
GINIA.

Section 579(c) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3790; 113 Stat. 312) is
amended by striking ‘347,000,000’ and inserting
399,000,000 .

SEC. 3169. LESAGE/GREENBOTTOM SWAMP, WEST
VIRGINIA.

Section 30(d) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1988 (102 Stat. 4030; 114 Stat. 2678)
is amended to read as follows:

“(d) HISTORIC STRUCTURE.—The Secretary
shall ensure the preservation and restoration of
the structure known as the ‘Jenkins House’ and
the reconstruction of associated buildings and
landscape features of such structure located
within the Lesage/Greenbottom Swamp in ac-
cordance with the standards of the Department
of the Interior for the treatment of historic prop-
erties. Amounts made available for expenditure
for the project authorized by section 301(a) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4110) shall be available for the pur-
poses of this subsection.””.

SEC. 3170. LOWER MUD RIVER, MILTON, WEST VIR-
GINIA.

The project for flood control at Milton, West
Virginia, authoriced by section 580 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3790) and modified by section 340 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 2000 (114 Stat.
2612), is modified to authorize the Secretary to
construct the project substantially in accord-
ance with the draft report of the Corps of Engi-
neers dated May 2004, at an estimated total cost
of $57,100,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
342,825,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$14,275,000.

SEC. 3171. MCDOWELL COUNTY, WEST VIRGINIA.

The McDowell County monstructural compo-
nent of the project for flood control, Levisa and
Tug Fork of the Big Sandy and Cumberland
Rivers, West Virginia, Virginia, and Kentucky,
authorized by section 202(a) of the Energy and
Water Development Appropriation Act, 1981 (94
Stat. 1339), is modified to direct the Secretary to
take measures to provide protection, throughout
McDowell County, West Virginia, from the reoc-
currence of the greater of—

(1) the April 1977 flood;

(2) the July 2001 flood;

(3) the May 2002 flood; or

(4) the 100-year frequency event.

SEC. 3172. PARKERSBURG, WEST VIRGINIA.

The Secretary is authorized to carry out the
ecosystem restoration, recreation, and flood con-
trol components of the report of the Corps of
Engineers, entitled ‘‘Parkersburg/Vienna River-
front Park Feasibility Study’’, dated June 1998,
as amended by the limited reevaluation report of
the Corps of Engineers, dated March 2004, at a
total cost of $12,000,000, with an estimated Fed-
eral cost of $6,000,000, and an estimated mon-
Federal cost of $6,000,000.

SEC. 3173. GREEN BAY HARBOR, GREEN BAY, WIS-
CONSIN.

The portion of the inner harbor of the Federal
navigation channel of the Greem Bay Harbor
project, authorized by the first section of the Act
entitled ‘““‘An Act making appropriations for the
construction, repair, and preservation of certain
public works on rivers and harbors, and for
other purposes’, approved July 5, 1884 (23 Stat.
136), from Station 190+00 to Station 378+00 is
authorized to a width of 75 feet and a depth of
6 feet.

SEC. 3174. MANITOWOC HARBOR, WISCONSIN.

The project for navigation, Manitowoc Har-
bor, Wisconsin, authorized by the River and
Harbor Act of August 30, 1852 (10 Stat. 58), is
modified to direct the Secretary to deepen the
upstream reach of the navigation channel from
12 feet to 18 feet, at a total cost of $405,000.

SEC. 3175. MISSISSIPPI RIVER HEADWATERS RES-
ERVOIRS.

Section 21 of the Water Resources Develop-

ment Act of 1988 (102 Stat. 4027) is amended—
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(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by striking “1276.42° and inserting
“1278.427°;

(B) by striking 1218.31” and inserting
“1221.317; and

(C) by striking “1234.82” and inserting
“1235.30°’; and

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting the
following:

‘““(b) EXCEPTION.—The Secretary may operate
the headwaters reservoirs below the minimum or
above the maximum water levels established in
subsection (a) in accordance with water control
regulation manuals (or revisions thereto) devel-
oped by the Secretary, after consultation with
the Governor of Minnesota and affected tribal
governments, landowners, and commercial and
recreational users. The water control regulation
manuals (and any revisions thereto) shall be ef-
fective when the Secretary transmits them to
Congress. The Secretary shall report to Congress
at least 14 days before operating any such head-
waters reservoir below the minimum or above
the maximum water level limits specified in sub-
section (a); except that motification is not re-
quired for operations necessary to prevent the
loss of life or to ensure the safety of the dam or
if the drawdown of lake levels is in anticipation
of flood control operations.”’.

SEC. 3176. UPPER BASIN OF MISSOURI RIVER.

(a) USE OF FUNDS.—Notwithstanding the En-
ergy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, 2006 (Public Law 109-103), funds made
available for recovery or mitigation activities in
the lower basin of the Missouri River may be
used for recovery or mitigation activities in the
upper basin of the Missouri River, including the
States of Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota,
and South Dakota.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The matter
under the heading ‘‘MISSOURI RIVER MITIGA-
TION, MISSOURI, KANSAS, IOWA, AND NEBRASKA”’
of section 601(a) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4143), as modified
by section 334 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 306), is amended by
adding at the end the following: ‘‘The Secretary
may carry out any recovery or mitigation activi-
ties in the upper basin of the Missouri River, in-
cluding the States of Montana, Nebraska, North
Dakota, and South Dakota, using funds made
available under this paragraph in accordance
with the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and consistent with the
project purposes of the Missouri River Mainstem
System as authorized by section 10 of the Flood
Control Act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 897).”.
SEC. 3177. UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER SYSTEM EN-

VIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PRO-
GRAM.

Section 1103(e)(1)(A)(ii) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
652(e)(1)(A)(ii)) is amended by inserting before
the period at the end the following: ‘‘, including
research on water quality issues affecting the
Mississippi River (including elevated nutrient
levels) and the development of remediation
strategies’’.

SEC. 3178. UPPER OHIO RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES
NAVIGATION SYSTEM NEW TECH-
NOLOGY PILOT PROGRAM.

(a) UPPER OHIO RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES
NAVIGATION SYSTEM DEFINED.—In this section,
the term “‘Upper Ohio River and Tributaries
navigation system’” means the Allegheny,
Kanawha, Monongahela, and Ohio Rivers.

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall establish
a pilot program to evaluate new technologies
applicable to the Upper Ohio River and Tribu-
taries navigation system.

(2) INCLUSIONS.—The program may include
the design, construction, or implementation of
innovative technologies and solutions for the
Upper Ohio River and Tributaries navigation
system, including projects for—

(4) improved navigation;
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(B) environmental stewardship;

(C) increased navigation reliability; and

(D) reduced navigation costs.

(3) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the program
shall be—

(A) to increase the reliability and availability
of federally owned and federally operated navi-
gation facilities;

(B) to decrease system operational risks; and

(C) to improve—

(i) vessel traffic management;

(ii) access; and

(iii) Federal asset management.

(c) FEDERAL OWNERSHIP REQUIREMENT.—The
Secretary may provide assistance for a project
under this section only if the project is federally
owned.

(d) LocAL COOPERATION AGREEMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall enter
into local cooperation agreements with non-Fed-
eral interests to provide for the design, construc-
tion, installation, and operation of the projects
to be carried out under the program.

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Each local cooperation
agreement entered into under this subsection
shall include the following:

(A) PLAN.—Development by the Secretary, in
consultation with appropriate Federal and State
officials, of a navigation improvement project,
including appropriate engineering plans and
specifications.

(B) LEGAL AND INSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURES.—
Establishment of such legal and institutional
structures as are necessary to ensure the effec-
tive long-term operation of the project.

(3) COST SHARING.—Total project costs under
each local cooperation agreement shall be cost-
shared in accordance with the formula relating
to the applicable original construction project.

(4) EXPENDITURES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Expenditures under the pro-
gram may include, for establishment at federally
owned property, such as locks, dams, and
bridges—

(i) transmitters;

(ii) responders;

(iii) hardware;

(iv) software; and

(v) wireless networks.

(B) EXCLUSIONS.—Transmitters, responders,
hardware, software, and wireless networks and
other equipment installed on privately owned
vessels or equipment shall not be eligible under
the program.

(e) REPORT.—Not later than December 31,
2008, the Secretary shall submit to Congress a
report on the results of the pilot program carried
out wunder this section, together with rec-
ommendations concerning whether the program
or any component of the program should be im-
plemented on a national basis.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $3,100,000. Such sums shall re-
main available until expended.

SEC. 3179. CONTINUATION OF PROJECT AUTHOR-
IZATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section
1001(b)(2) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 579a(b)(2)), the following
projects shall remain authorized to be carried
out by the Secretary:

(1) The project for navigation, Sacramento
Deep Water Ship Channel, California, author-
ized by section 202(a) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4092).

(2) The project for flood control, Agana River,
Guam, authorized by section 401(a) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat.
4127).

(3) The project for navigation, Baltimore Har-
bor and Channels, Maryland and Virginia, au-
thorized by section 101 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1818).

(4) The project for navigation, Fall River Har-
bor, Massachusetts, authorized by section 101 of
the River and Harbor Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 731);
except that the authoriced depth of that portion
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of the project extending riverward of the
Charles M. Braga, Jr. Memorial Bridge, Fall
River and Somerset, Massachusetts, shall not
exceed 35 feet.

(5) The project for flood control, Ecorse Creek,
Wayne County, Michigan, authorized by section
101(a)(14) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4607).

(b) LIMITATION.—A project described in sub-
section (a) shall not be authorized for construc-
tion after the last day of the 5-year period be-
ginning on the date of enactment of this Act,
unless, during such period, funds have been ob-
ligated for the construction (including planning
and design) of the project.

SEC. 3180. PROJECT REAUTHORIZATIONS.

Each of the following projects may be carried
out by the Secretary and mo construction on
any such project may be initiated until the Sec-
retary determines that the project is feasible:

(1) MENOMINEE HARBOR AND RIVER, MICHIGAN
AND WISCONSIN.—The project for navigation,
Menominee Harbor and River, Michigan and
Wisconsin, authorized by section 101 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 482) and
deauthoriced on April 15, 2002, in accordance
with section 1001(b)(2) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 579a(b)(2)).

(2) HEARDING ISLAND INLET, DULUTH HARBOR,
MINNESOTA.—The project for dredging, Hearding
Island Inlet, Duluth Harbor, Minnesota, au-
thorized by section 22 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1988 (102 Stat. 4027).

(3) MANITOWOC HARBOR, WISCONSIN.—That
portion of the project for navigation, Manitowoc
Harbor, Wisconsin, authorized by the first sec-
tion of the River and Harbor Act of August 30,
1852 (10 Stat. 58), consisting of the channel in
the south part of the outer harbor, deauthorized
by section 101 of the River and Harbor Act of
1962 (76 Stat. 1176).

SEC. 3181. PROJECT DEAUTHORIZATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The following projects are
not authorized after the date of enactment of
this Act:

(1) BRIDGEPORT HARBOR, CONNECTICUT.—The
portion of the project for navigation, Bridgeport
Harbor, Connecticut, authorized by the first sec-
tion of the River and Harbor Act of July 3, 1930
(46 Stat. 919), consisting of an 18-foot channel
in Yellow Mill River and described as follows:
Beginning at a point along the eastern limit of
the existing project, NI123,649.75, E481,920.54,
thence running northwesterly about 52.64 feet to
a point N123,683.03, E481,879.75, thence running
northeasterly about 1,442.21 feet to a point
N125,030.08, E482,394.96, thence running north-
easterly about 139.52 feet to a point along the
eastern  limit of the existing channel,
N125,133.87, E482,488.19, thence running south-
westerly about 1,588.98 feet to the point of ori-
gin.

(2) MYSTIC RIVER, CONNECTICUT.—The portion
of the project for navigation, Mystic River, Con-
necticut, authorized by the first section of the
River and Harbor Appropriations Act of Sep-
tember 19, 1890 (26 Stat. 436) consisting of a 12-
foot-deep channel, approximately 7,554 square
feet in area, starting at a point N193,086.51,
EB815,092.78, thence running north 59 degrees 21
minutes 46.63 seconds west about 138.05 feet to a
point N193,156.86, E814,974.00, thence running
north 51 degrees 04 minutes 39.00 seconds west
about 166.57 feet to a point N193,261.51,
EB814,844.41, thence running north 43 degrees 01
minutes 34.90 seconds west about 86.23 feet to a
point NI193,324.55, E814,785.57, thence running
north 06 degrees 42 minutes 03.86 seconds west
about 156.57 feet to a point NI193,480.05,
ES814,767.30, thence running south 21 degrees 21
minutes 17.94 seconds east about 231.42 feet to a
point NI193,264.52, E814,851.57, thence running
south 53 degrees 34 minutes 23.28 seconds east
about 299.78 feet to the point of origin.

(3) NORWALK HARBOR, CONNECTICUT.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The portions of a 10-foot
channel of the project for navigation, Norwalk
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Harbor, Connecticut, authorized by the first sec-
tion of the Act of March 2, 1919 (40 Stat. 1276)
and described in subparagraph (B).

(B) DESCRIPTION OF PORTIONS.—The portions
of the channel referred to in subparagraph (A)
are as follows:

(i) RECTANGULAR PORTION.—An approximately
rectangular-shaped section along the northwest-
erly terminus of the channel. The section is 35-
feet wide and about 460-feet long and is further
described as commencing at a point N104,165.85,
E417,662.71, thence running south 24 degrees 06
minutes 55 seconds east 395.00 feet to a point
NI103,805.32, E417,824.10, thence running south
00 degrees 38 minutes 06 seconds east 87.84 feet
to a point N103,717.49, E417,825.07, thence run-
ning north 24 degrees 06 minutes 55 seconds west
480.00 feet, to a point N104,155.59, E417,628.96,
thence running north 73 degrees 05 minutes 25
seconds east 35.28 feet to the point of origin.

(ii) PARALLELOGRAM-SHAPED PORTION.—An
area having the approximate shape of a par-
allelogram along the mnortheasterly portion of
the channel, southeast of the area described in
clause (i), approximately 20 feet wide and 260
feet long, and further described as commencing
at a point N103,855.48, E417,849.99, thence run-
ning south 33 degrees 07 minutes 30 seconds east
133.40 feet to a point NI103,743.76, E417,922.89,
thence running south 24 degrees 07 minutes 04
seconds east 127.75 feet to a point N103,627.16,
E417,975.09, thence running north 33 degrees 07
minutes 30 seconds west 190.00 feet to a point
N103,786.28, E417,871.26, thence running north
17 degrees 05 minutes 15 seconds west 72.39 feet
to the point of origin.

(C) EXCLUSION.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of this paragraph, the Secretary shall
realign the 10-foot channel potion of the project
referred to in subparagraph (A) to include, im-
mediately morth of the area described in sub-
paragraph (B)(ii), a triangular section described
as commencing at a point NI103,968.35,
E417,815.29, thence running south 17 degrees 05
minutes 15 seconds east 118.09 feet to a point
N103,855.48, E417,849.99, thence running north
33 degrees 07 minutes 30 seconds west 36.76 feet
to a point N103,886.27, E417,829.90, thence run-
ning north 10 degrees 05 minutes 26 seconds west
83.37 feet to the point of origin.

(4) ROCKLAND HARBOR, MAINE.—The portion
of the project for navigation, Rockland Harbor,
Maine, authorized by the Act of June 3, 1896 (29
Stat. 202), consisting of a 14-foot channel lo-
cated in Lermond Cove and beginning at a point
with coordinates N99,977.37, E340,290.02, thence
running easterly about 200.00 feet to a point
with coordinates N99,978.49, E340,490.02, thence
running northerly about 138.00 feet to a point
with coordinates N100,116.49, E340,289.25, thence
running westerly about 200.00 feet to a point
with coordinates N100,115.37, E340,289.25, thence
running southerly about 138.00 feet to the point
of origin.

(5) ROCKPORT HARBOR, MAINE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The portion of the project
for mavigation, Rockport Harbor, Maine, au-
thorized by the first section of the Act of August
11, 1888 (25 Stat. 400), located within the 12-foot
anchorage described in subparagraph (B).

(B) DESCRIPTION OF ANCHORAGE.—The an-
chorage referred to in subparagraph (A) is more
particularly described as—

(i) beginning at the westernmost point of the
anchorage at N128800.00, E349311.00;

(ii) thence running north 12 degrees, 52 min-
utes, 37.2 seconds east 127.08 feet to a point
N128923.88, E349339.32;

(iii) thence running north 17 degrees, 40 min-
utes, 13.0 seconds east 338.61 feet to a point
N129246.51, E349442.10;

(iv) thence running south 89 degrees, 21 min-
utes, 21.0 seconds east 45.36 feet to a point
N129246.00, E349487.46;

(v) thence running south 44 degrees, 13 min-
utes, 32.6 seconds east 18.85 feet to a point
N129232.49, E349500.61;
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(vi) thence running south 17 degrees, 40 min-
utes 13.0 seconds west 340.50 feet to a point
N128908.06, E349397.25;

(vii) thence running south 12 degrees, 52 min-
utes, 37.2 seconds west 235.41 feet to a point at
N128678.57, E349344.79; and

(viii) thence running north 15 degrees, 32 min-
utes, 59.3 seconds west 126.04 feet to the point of
origin.

(6) FALMOUTH HARBOR, MASSACHUSETTS.—The
portion of the project for navigation, Falmouth
Harbor, Massachusetts, authorized by section
101 of the River and Harbor Act of 1948 (62 Stat.
1172), beginning at a point along the eastern
side of the inner harbor N200,415.05, E845,307.98,
thence running north 25 degrees 48 minutes 54.3
seconds east 160.24 feet to a point N200,559.20,
E845,377.76, thence running north 22 degrees 7
minutes 52.4 seconds east 596.82 feet to a point
N201,112.15, E845,602.60, thence running north
60 degrees 1 minute 0.3 seconds east 83.18 feet to
a point N201,153.72, E845,674.65, thence running
south 24 degrees 56 minutes 43.4 seconds west
665.01 feet to a point N200,550.75, E845,394.18,
thence running south 32 degrees 25 minutes 29.0
seconds west 160.76 feet to the point of origin.

(7) ISLAND END RIVER, MASSACHUSETTS.—The
portion of the project for navigation, Island End
River, Massachusetts, carried out under section
107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 (33
U.S.C. 577), described as follows: Beginning at a
point along the eastern limit of the existing
project, N507,348.98, E721,180.01, thence running
northeast about 35 feet to a point N507,384.17,
E721,183.36, thence running northeast about 324
feet to a point N507,590.51, E721,433.17, thence
running northeast about 345 feet to a point
along the northern limit of the existing project,
N507,927.29, E721,510.29, thence running south-
east about 25 feet to a point N507,921.71,
E721,534.66, thence running southwest about 354
feet to a point N507,576.65, E721,455.64, thence
running southwest about 357 feet to the point of
origin.

(8) CITY WATERWAY, TACOMA, WASHINGTON.—
The portion of the project for navigation, City
Waterway, Tacoma, Washington, authorized by
the first section of the River and Harbor Appro-
priations Act of June 13, 1902 (32 Stat. 347), con-
sisting of the last 1,000 linear feet of the inner
portion of the waterway beginning at station
70+00 and ending at station 80+00.

(9) AUNT LYDIA’S COVE, MASSACHUSETTS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The portion of the project
for navigation, Aunt Lydia’s Cove, Massachu-
setts, constructed under section 107 of the River
and Harbor Act of 1960 (33 U.S.C. 577), con-
sisting of the 8-foot deep anchorage in the cove
described in subparagraph (B).

(B) DESCRIPTION OF PORTION.—The portion of
the project described in subparagraph (A) is
more particularly described as the portion begin-
ning at a point along the southern limit of the
existing project, N254,332.00, EI1,023,103.96,
thence running northwesterly about 761.60 feet
to a point along the western limit of the existing
project N255,076.84, E1,022,945.07, thence run-
ning southwesterly about 38.11 feet to a point
N255,038.99, EI1,022,940.60, thence running
southeasterly about 267.07 feet to a point
N254,772.00, E1,022,947.00, thence running
southeasterly about 462.41 feet to a point
N254,320.06, E1,023,044.84, thence running
northeasterly about 60.31 feet to the point of ori-
gin.

(10) WHATCOM CREEK WATERWAY, BEL-
LINGHAM, WASHINGTON.—The portion of the
project for navigation, Whatcom Creek Water-
way, Bellingham, Washington, authorized by
the River and Harbor Act of June 25, 1910 (36
Stat. 664), and section 101 of the River and Har-
bor Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 299), consisting of the
last 2,900 linear feet of the inner portion of the
waterway and beginning at station 29+00 to sta-
tion 0+00.

(11) OCONTO HARBOR, WISCONSIN.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The portion of the project
for navigation, Oconto Harbor, Wisconsin, au-
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thorized by the Act of August 2, 1882 (22 Stat.
196), and the Act of June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. 664)
(commonly known as the ‘‘River and Harbor Act
of 1910”’), consisting of a 15-foot-deep turning
basin in the Oconto River, as described in sub-
paragraph (B).

(B) PROJECT DESCRIPTION.—The project re-
ferred to in subparagraph (B) is more particu-
larly described as—

(i) beginning at a point along the western
limit of the existing project, N394,086.71,
E2,530,202.71;

(ii) thence northeasterly about 619.93 feet to a
point N394,459.10, E2,530,698.33;

(iii) thence southeasterly about 186.06 feet to a
point N394,299.20, E2,530,793.47;

(iv) thence southwesterly about 355.07 feet to
a point N393,967.13, E2,530,667.76;

(v) thence southwesterly about 304.10 feet to a
point N393,826.90, E2,530,397.92; and

(vi) thence northwesterly about 324.97 feet to
the point of origin.

(b) ANCHORAGE AREA, NEW LONDON HARBOR,
CONNECTICUT.—The portion of the project for
navigation, New London Harbor, Connecticut,
authoriced by the River and Harbor Appropria-
tions Act of June 13, 1902 (32 Stat. 333), that
consists of a 23-foot waterfront channel and
that is further described as beginning at a point
along the western limit of the existing project,
N188, 802.75, E779, 462.81, thence running north-
easterly about 1,373.88 feet to a point NI189,
554.87, E780, 612.53, thence running southeast-
erly about 439.54 feet to a point N189, 319.88,
E780, 983.98, thence running Ssouthwesterly
about 831.58 feet to a point N188, 864.63, E780,
288.08, thence running southeasterly about
567.39 feet to a point N188, 301.88, E780, 360.49,
thence running northwesterly about 1,027.96 feet
to the point of origin, is redesignated as an an-
chorage area.

(c) SOUTHPORT HARBOR, FAIRFIELD, CON-
NECTICUT.—The project for navigation,
Southport Harbor, Fairfield, Connecticut, au-
thorized by section 2 of the River and Harbor
Act of March 2, 1829, and by the first section of
the River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935 (49
Stat. 1029), and section 364 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3733—
3734), is modified to redesignate a portion of the
9-foot-deep channel to an anchorage area, ap-
proximately 900 feet in length and 90,000 square
feet in area, and lying generally north of a line
with  points at coordinates N108,043.45,
E452,252.04 and N107,938.74, E452,265.74.

(d) SACO RIVER, MAINE.—The portion of the
project for mavigation, Saco River, Maine, con-
structed under section 107 of the River and Har-
bor Act of 1960 (33 U.S.C. 577) and described as
a 6-foot deep, 10-acre maneuvering basin located
at the head of navigation, is redesignated as an
anchorage area.

(e) UNION RIVER, MAINE.—The project for
navigation, Union River, Maine, authoriced by
the first section of the Act of June 3, 1896 (29
Stat. 215), is modified by redesignating as an
anchorage area that portion of the project con-
sisting of a 6-foot turning basin and lying
northerly of a line commencing at a point
N315,975.13, E1,004,424.86, thence running north
61 degrees 27 minutes 20.71 seconds west about
132.34 feet to a point N316,038.37, E1,004,308.61.

(f) MYSTIC RIVER, MASSACHUSETTS.—The por-
tion of the project for navigation, Mystic River,
Massachusetts, authorized by the first section of
the River and Harbor Appropriations Act of
July 13, 1892 (27 Stat. 96), between a line start-
ing at a point N515,683.77, E707,035.45 and end-
ing at a point N515,721.28, E707,069.85 and a line
starting at a point N514,595.15, E707,746.15 and
ending at a point N514,732.94, E707,658.38 shall
be relocated and reduced from a 100-foot wide
channel to a 50-foot wide channel after the date
of enactment of this Act described as follows:
Beginning at a point N515,721.28, E707,069.85,
thence running southeasterly about 840.50 feet
to a point N515,070.16, E707,601.27, thence run-
ning southeasterly about 177.54 feet to a point

H9091

N514,904.84, E707,665.98, thence running south-
easterly about 319.90 feet to a point with coordi-
nates N514,595.15, E707,746.15, thence running
northwesterly about 163.37 feet to a point
N5§14,732.94, E707,658.38, thence running north-
westerly about 161.58 feet to a point N514.889.47,
E707,618.30, thence running northwesterly about
166.61 feet to a point N515.044.62, E707,557.58,
thence running northwesterly about 825.31 feet
to a point N515,683.77, E707,035.45, thence run-
ning northeasterly about 50.90 feet returning to
a point N515,721.28, E707,069.85.

(9) RIVERCENTER, PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYL-
VANIA.—Section 38(c) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1988 (33 U.S.C. 59j-1; 102
Stat. 4038) is amended by striking ‘‘subsection
(a) of this section’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (a)
(except 30 years from such date of enactment, in
the case of the area or any part thereof de-
scribed in subsection (a)(5))’’.

(h) ADDITIONAL DEAUTHORIZATIONS.—The fol-
lowing projects are not authorized after the date
of enactment of this Act, except with respect to
any portion of such a project which portion has
been completed before such date or is under con-
struction on such date:

(1) The project for flood protection on
Atascadero Creek and its tributaries of Goleta,
Californi